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CURRENT TOPICS. 


TuE MAIN feature of the Civil Judicial Statistics, which have 
just been issued, is, as Master Macponatp remarks, a slight 
decline in proceedings begun and a slight increase in pro- 
ceedings heard and determined. The decline is most marked in 
the appeals before the Judicial Committee, the number being 
only 76, as against 103 in 1898; the average number being 
about 90. On the other hand, the appeals to the House of 
Lords exceeded the average. We propose, hereafter, to discuss 
the statistics relative to the Supreme Court. 








WE pzint elsewhere an important set of draft rules of the 
Supreme Court which have been published pursuant to the 
Rules Publication Act, 1893. The rules are intended to 
carry into effect the proposed concentration of the various 
taxing offices and are headed: “Draft Rules for the 
Amalgamation of the Taxing Departments of the Supreme 


Court with a view to Uniformity in the Taxation of 
Costs.” In pursuance of this object, the Ohancery, 
Bankruptcy, Lunacy, and Winding-up taxing offices or 


— are to be amalgamated with the Central Office, 
and the scheme for the arrangement of business in that 
office appended to R. 8. O. ord. 61, vr. 1, is to be 
altered so as to make the Taxing Department a depart- 
ment for the taxation of costs generally, and not, as 
hitherto, only for the taxation of costs in the King’s 
Bench Division. There will be transferred to the Central O 

the existing Chancery taxing-masters and the existing Bank- 
ruptcy taxing-master, with their entire staffs, and also the 
existing clerks in the Taxing Department of the Office of the 
Lunacy Masters. Provision for the arrangement of business in 
the amalgamated Taxing Department of the Central Office is 
made by a new rule which it is pro to substitute for R. 8. 0. 
ord. 65, r. 18. The Lord Chancellor is to have power to issue 
orders directing taxation in particular classes of business to be 
referred to specified taxing-masters, but, subject to such orders, 
the regulation and distribution of business will rest with the 
taxing-masters themselves. In matters, however, where there 
has uty been a taxation, any further taxation will go to 
the same taxing-master. 





In ADDITION to ee the taxing-offices, the draft rules 
| also propose changes 0 


great importance in the principles for the 
42 
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allowance and taxation of costs. Under R. S. C., ord. 65, r. 23, 
the court has hitherto had power upon interlocutory applications 
in awarding costs to direct payment of a lump sum in lieu of 
taxed costs. This hg is now to be extended to “ any case,” 
and it will be possible, therefore, for the judges, if they are so 
inclined, to dispense largely with the taxation of costs. Pro- 
vision is made for the issue by the taxing-masters of interim 
certificates or allocaturs before the full amount to be allowed on 
taxation is ascertained. But the most important change in the 
draft rules is that which alters regulation 29 of R. 8. O. 
ord. 65, r. 27, from its present negative form to a positive form. 
The regulation as it now stands provides that “‘ as to costs to be 
paid or borne by another party, no costs are to be allowed 
which do not appear to the taxing-officer to have been necessary 
or proper for the attainment of justice or defending the rights 
of the party, or which appear to the taxing-officer to have been 
incurred through over-caution, negligence, or mistake, or merely 
at the desire of the party. The proposed regulation to be 
substituted for this reads: ‘‘On every taxation the taxing- 
master shall allow all such costs, charges, and expenses as shall 
appear to him to have been necessary or proper for the attain- 
ment of justice or for defending the rights of any party, but 
save as against the party who has incurred the same, no costs 
shall be allowed which appear to the taxing-master to have been 
incurred through over-caution, negligence, or mistake, or by 
payment of special fees to counsel, or special charges or 
expenses to witnesses or other persons, or by other unusual 
expenses, or by a preference for the services of particular persons 
in their profession or business.”’ 





On comparing these two forms of the regulation, the im- 
portance of the change which it is proposed to make is at once 
apparent. The old regulation is expressly confined to party and 

costs, and excludes such costs as do not appear to have 

necessary. The new regulation has no such restriction 
prefixed; it applies to every taxation, and it directs the 
taxing-master to allow all necessary expenses. It then goes on 
to draw a distinction between party and party and solicitor and 
client costs, and expressly excludes costs of the kinds specified 
from being allowed save as against the party who has 
incurred them. The effect will be to abolish in general all 
distinction between party and party and solicitor and client 
coets, for before any item can be disallowed as against an 
opposing party it must be shewn that it falls expressly 
within one of the enumerated classes; that is, that it has been 
incurred by over-caution, negligence, or mistake, or by payment of 
special fees to counsel or other persons, or by incurring unusual 
expenses. Of course, it has never been contended that a 
defeated litigant should pay for the litigious luxuries in which 
his successful opponent has indulged, or for his opponent’s 
mistakes. But short of this, the new rule seems to be ra 
to secure to the successful litigant a complete indemnity against 
costs. How far this change will be found to have been actually 
effected can perhaps only be discovered by experience. Further 
provision for securing uniformity of taxation is made by the 
addition proposed to be made to regulation 37, which preserved the 
former practice on taxation except where expressly altered. Itis 
now proposed that ‘‘the taxing-master”—apparently this 
means the iaxing-masters acting in concert—‘‘ tol have power 
to revise and regulate the practice in regard to taxation of costs 
and the allowance of fees, so as to assimilate the allowances for 
costs and to secure uniformity upon all taxations so far as may 
be practicable and expedient.” Regulation 384 is also 
extended so as to give the taxing-master a general control 
over unnecessary costs, and not a control limited, as now, to 
cases where the costs are to come out of a fund or estate. 
Altogether it will be found that the draft rules contemplate a 
thorough revision of the methods and principles of taxation. 





Tux caszs of Ratcliff vy. Mendlessohn and Michael vy. Hart & Co. 
. (Times, Aug. pas are two important cases relating to Stock 
all law practice, since in each of them an important 
nt arose not covered by — and which had to be 
fecided, therefore, upon principle. In Ratclif’ v. Mendlessohn, 





jobbers claimed against a defaulting broker a sum of £281, 

eing the amount of differences due from the defendant 
to the plaintiff upon the compulsory closing of accounts at the 
price fixed by the official assignee under rule 177 of the Stock 
Exchange rules. One of the defences relied upon by the 
defendant was that the transactions in question had been com- 
pleted by the jobbers direct with the broker’s client, and the 
£281 paid or settled in account with them. Now if, as has 
been so often stated, the relation between jabber and broker is 
the same as that between principal and agent, it is hard to see 
why this defence should not prevail. The agent drops out, 
vo the principal settles direct with his client. But Maruew, J., 
held otherwise on the evidence given :by the official assignee 
that the plaintiff would be required to pay the £281 received 
direct from the client to him, and that such sum would be 
treated as part of the defendant’s estate and divided equally 
among all his creditors. He held, therefore, that the defendants 
were bound to indemnify the plaintiffs against that sum, less the 
amount received by them in dividend. The point, however, is 
not a very clear one, nor is the decision entirely satisfactory, 
and as a stay has been ted pending an appeal, the case will 
probably go further. In Michael v. Hart & Co., the question 
arose as to what was the proper measure of damages where 
a broker closes his client’s account, although under an 
unconditional contract to carry over. It was sought to limit 
the defendant’s liability either (1) to the market price of the 
shares on the day when the account was closed, or (2) to the 
market price on the day to which the account ought to have been 
carried over. Wruts, J., however, in the absence of direct 
authority, held that the plaintiff was entitled to the difference 
between the price at which the shares were wrongfully sold and 
the highest price at which he might have sold them if the 
account had remained open. He relied on the broad principle 
that persons withholding property from the true owner are liable 
os prices obtainable during the time the property is so 
withheld. 





An Important decision as to the power of the court to 
authorize a dealing with shares in a manner not authorized by 
the trust instrument has been given by the Court of Appeal 
in Re New’s Settlement (ante, p. 706). A similar question 
arises where trustees of a will desire to realize their testator’s 
business by converting it into a limited liability company. 
Jurisdiction to sanction such a conversion has been occasionally 
exercised, and instances of orders authorizing a sale of the 
testator’s business to a company, and the acceptance of the 
purchase-money in shares are given by Mr. Patmer in his 
“Company Precedents” (7th ed., L., pp. 610, 613); whiles 
note that ‘‘ Kexewion, J., in sanctioning a conversion where 
infants are interested, requires provision to be made which 
shall prevent the infant’s whole fortune being in one company,” 
implies the existence of a recognized practice in such matters. 
So far as reported cases go, however, it appears to be 
very doubtful whether the suggested juriediction exists. 
Nort, J., declined to exercise it in Re Crawshay (33 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 126), and Buoxuzy, J., recently took the same course 
in Re Morrison (49 W. R. 441; 1901, 1 Ch. 701). In the 
former case the will did not authorize the investment of the 
trust property in the shares of a limited company, and Nozrs, 
J., pointed out that to authorize the purchase price of a business 
to be taken in shares would be, not to administer the trusts of 
the will, but to alter them. In the latter case Bucxzzy, J, 
observed that the course proposed amounted in substance either 
to a sale of the property, and an investment of the proceeds in 
unauthorized securities, or to an exchange of the testator's 
property for pro of a kind which his trustees were not 
authorized to hold. Either course, he held, was beyond the 
powers both of the trustees and of the coyrt. This view was 
criticized in a letter which we printed recently (ante, p. 501) 
from a learned correspondent, and it was questioned whether 
the required jurisdiction really involved any power to alter 
the pascal ~ will, All that the ~— was — to ao 
correspondent suggested, was to supply on behalf of i 
beneficiaries that consent which deer eee not in a positi 
themselves to give, and authorities were quoted to shew that 
power to do this was vested in the court. 
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Bur wuite the court undoubtedly has jurisdiction in respect 
of the management of an infant’s property, and can supplement 
for some purposes the infant’s want of capacity, it does not 
seem that it can in strictness sanction such a complete change in 
the nature of the property as that involved in the conversion of 
a business into a company. And this seems to be recognized 
by the Court of Appeal in Re New’s Settlement (supra). Re 
Crawshay and Re Morrison are spoken of as instances where the 
court was asked to sanction steps to be taken by the trustees 
which it thought unjustifiable, and which it declared it had no 
jurisdiction to authorize. But in Re New's Settlement there was 
the important distinction that the trust estate was already 
invested in shares in a company, and all that the court was 
asked to do was to sanction the holding of shares and 
debentures to be substituted for the existing shares upon 
the reconstruction of the company. One hundred and 
ten shares of the nominal value of £100 each in a 
colliery company were settled upon trusts which allowed the 
retention of the shares, but, in case of their sale, did not allow 
of the investment of the proceeds in the shares of any other 
company. The shares were fully-paid up. The colliery was 
very successful, and large dividends had been paid on the 
shares. Ultimately a scheme of reconstruction was proposed 
under which the company was to be wound up voluntarily and 
recapitalized at a higher figure, the shares at the same time 
being reduced in nominal value. Under the scheme each £100 
share in the old company was to be exchanged for ten fully 
paid-up £10 preference shares, ten fully paid-up £10 ordinary 
shares, and a £100 debenture of the proposed new company. 
Evidence was given that the scheme was for the benefit of the 
shareholders. Some of the beneficiaries under the settlement 
were infants, and the trustee applied to the court for leave to 
accede to the reconstruction and to hold the new securities. In 
reliance on the cases quoted above, Cozzns-Harpy, J., held that 
he had no jurisdiction to sanction the arrangement, but the 
Court of Appeal have perceived the difference between a com- 


— change in the nature of the property and a mere change 
an authorized investment to another one, similar but un- 
authorized. In the management, said Romer, L.J., of a trust 
estate, and especially where that estate consists of a business with 
shares in a mercantile company, it not infrequently happens that 
some peculiar state of circumstances arises for which provision 
is not cy rm, 2 made by the trust instrument, and which renders 


it most desirable and, it may be, essential for the benefit of the 
estate, and in the interest of all the beneficiaries, that certain acts 
should be done by the trustees which in ordinary cases the 
would have no power to do. Im such a case, he continued, 
where the circumstances were, presumably, not foreseen by the 
author of the trust, and where the trustees are embarrassed by 
the emergency and cannot get the nécessary consents, jurisdic- 
tion resides in the court to sanction such course as may be proper. 
Re New’s Settlement was a case which fell within this principle, 
and the court sanctioned the proposed variation in the invest- 
ment. But the decision is not to be taken as implying a general 
wer in the court to authorize the conversion of a testator’s 
usiness into a company. 


Mr. Justice Lawrance, on the last day of the Trinity Sittings, 
gave judgment in a case of great importance relating to com- 
sation under the Lands Olauses Acts: Long Katon, Sc., Co. v. 
idland Railway Co. The defendants had taken for the 
of their railway land which had been conveyed by the plaintiffs 
to the owners from whom the defendants purchased subject 
to covenants fyr the benefit of the adjoining land of the plain- 
tiffs, restricting erections beyond a certain building line and 
a the carrying on of any noisy business. The 
dants had erected an embankment beyond the build- 
ing line, and had laid their lines for carrying trains over the 
acquired by them. The learned judge held that these 
acts if done by a private owner would amount to breaches 
of the restrictive covenants. The main ion was whether, 
under these circumstances, the ag land of the plaintiffs 
(no part of which was being by the defendants) was 
injuriously affected so as to entitle the plaintiffs to compensa- 
tion under section 68 of the Lands Olauses Consolidation Act, 
in 


1846. Adopting the test laid down by Lord Camns 





Metropolitan Board of Works v. M’ Carthy (L. R. 7 H. L. at p. 
253), Lawranog, J., held that in the present case there had 
been a physical interference with the right of the plain- 
tiffs (to enjoy the benefit of the restrictive covenants) where- 
by their property was lessened in value, and that they were 
therefore entitled to compensation. The acts of the railway 
company were reasonably necessary for carrying out the powers 
conferred on them by Parliament; consequently there was no 
remedy by action: Hammersmith and City Railway v. Brand 
(L. R. 4 H. L. 171), and compensation under section 68 was 
the only method of making Fone the plaintiffs’ loss. It is 
remarkable that there is no direct authority for compensation 
under the Act in respect of the loss of the benefit of 
covenants such as these; but the recent case of Re Masters and 
the Great Western Railway Co. (1901, 2 K. B. 84) is analogous. 
There & lessee was held to be entitled to compensation under 
section 68 where the railway com) took land not included in 
his lease in respect of which he a right to sink a shaft for 
mining purposes; and in Kirby v. ny eg School Board 
(1896, 1 Ch. 437) the Lords Justices, while deciding that where 
land has been taken under the Lands Clauses Acts, with notice 
of restrictive covenants, an action will not lie nst the 
promoters for breach of the covenants, © opinion 
that there was a remedy by co: a under section 68. 
The learned judge was amply justified, both in principle and on 
such authority as exists on the point, in holding that the 
arbitrator was right in assessing compensation in respect of the 
loss occasioned by the breach of the covenants. 





Some aquzstions of difficulty as to the powers of local 
authorities with respect to highways came before Lawrancg, J., in 
Hoare § Co. ¥. Metropolitan Borough of Lewisham, in which the 
considered judgment of the learned judge was delivered on the 
12th inst. On the occasion of some structural alterations in a 
public-house, the owners (the plaintiffs) wrote to the surveyor 
of the Lewisham Board of Works (now succeeded by the 
borough council) proposing to throw into the highway, so as to 
widen it, an open space in front of the house, and to remove 
the sign-post, then standing on the space, to the corner 
of the ath. No written ent was ever drawn 
up between the parties, mor does the local authority 
appear to have y accepted the proposal of the 
plaintiffs. They did, however, adopt the proposal so far as it 
was to their benefit by carrying out the widening of the road, 
but they declined to allow the sign-post to remain where the 
plaintiffs had placed it at the edge of the footpath. In the 
action brought by the plaintiffs to establish their right to main- 
tain the sign-post in this ition, two mein lines of 
defence were adopted—viz, there was no yas ot 
under the seal of the local authority, and that they had 
no stew’ to authorize the erection of the sign-post on 
the highway. The first point is touched upon by numerous 
decisions: on the one hand, it has been held, in many 
cases turni m section 174 of the Public H 
Act, 1875, that where the contract is one to which the 
mandatory provisions of that section apply, the absence of an 
agreement under the seal of the local authority is fatal — the con- 
tractor cannot recover even where the contract has been 
executed and the local authority have had the full benefit of 
it: see Young v. Mayor of Leamington Shs sere 517). Again, in 
cases as to municipal corporations, it held that a contract 
not under seal cannot be enforced: Mayor of Kidderminster v. Hard- 
wick (L. R. 9 Ex. 18) ; Mayor of Oxford v. Crow (1893, 3 Ch. 535). 
But a latter cases ao oe care wot ped ~ 
where the contract been or acted on, it is 
enforceable, notwithstanding the abcsaee of the seal, and this is 
supported by Crook v. Corporation of Seaford (L. R. 6 Oh. 551). 
In the present case Lawranog, J., held that there had been part 
performance of the contract by the 
they were bound. As to the 
highway, Lawranog, J., appears 
authority were enabled to sanction 
ing the land for widening of the 
the Metropolis Management Act, 1855; 
relates to the powers of the 
Works (now the County Council’, and 
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Vestries, itappears probable that the learned judge intended to 
refer to sections 72 and 73 of the amending Act of 1862, or to 
the powers under Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act. Unless there 
is some express statutory power, the second line of defence pre- 
sents considerable difficulty, A highway can no doubt be dedi- 
cated subject to a restriction in favour of the dedicator : Morant 
v. Chamberlain (6 H. & N. 541); Mercer v. Woodgate (L. R. 5, 
Q. B. 26); but in the present case the alleged obstruction was 
not in the part of the road newly dedicated by the plaintiffs, but 
in the old highway, and a highway authority cannot license an 
obstruction : Reg. v. Zrain (2 B. & 8. 640); Attorney-General v. 
Barker (83 L. T. 245). Having regard to the difficulty of the 
case, it is not surprising that a stuy of execution was granted 
with a view to an appeal, 





In COMMENTING, nearly a month ago, on the novel proceeding 
at the recent meeting of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
expulsion of a bankrupt member, we stated (following the 
words used by the president at the meeting, as reported in the 
same issue) that the discharge of the member “had been with- 
held on the ground that he had not kept proper books and 
attributed his bankruptcy to gambling.” We have received a 
letter from the solicitors of the gentleman referred to, in which 
they say that the paragraph in our columns “is based upon 
statements which are wholly untrue, and the only inference to 
be drawn from it is that our client is a man with no reputation 
or character.” We need hardly say that no such inference was 
intended to be drawn, or could fairly be drawn, from our 
observations. All that was stated or meant to be conveyed was 
that his discharge had been withheld on certain grounds, and 
our observations on the action of the meeting were founded wholly 
on this circumstance. We regret that they should have been 
— and occasioned annoyance to the gentleman re- 

erred to. 








LUNATIC BANKRUPTS. 


In spite of the fact that the law of lunacy was the subject of 
a consolidating enactment so recently as the year 1890, followed 
by an important amending statute in the year 1891, there is 
still no branch of the law of greater intricacy, or more beset 
with pitfalls at every turn, than that relating to lunatics. But 
when the element of insolvency is also introduced, the combina- 
tion gives rise to complex problems both of law and practice of 
quite exceptional difficulty. Most of these arise out of the 
contest which generally ensues between the creditors of the 
lunatic and his committee, the former struggling to secure the 
lunatic’s property before it gets beyond reach of their attack, 
the latter striving to save the lunatic’s estate from his creditors 
in order to provide for the lunatic’s maintenance. 

It does not make the solution of these problems any easier 
when one reflects that the main question which really lies at the 
root of most of them—namely, whether a lunatic can commit an 
act of bankruptcy and be adjudicated bankrupt thereon—has 
been, since it was first raised a hundred years ago, and still is, 
an open one. Moreover, the courts do not seem particularly in- 
clined to face it, since, though it was clearly raised in Re 
Farnham (No. 1) (1895, 2 Oh. 799), the Court of Appeal said 
it might as well remain open a little longer, and decided the 
case on a different ground. 

There is nothing either in the Lunacy or in the Bankruptcy 
Acts which gives any guidance in these matters. The only 
reference to lunacy in the Bankruptcy Acts is in section 148 of 
the Act of 1883, which provides that for all the purposes of that 
Act a lunatic may act by his committee or curator bonis, and in 
section 2 (2) of the Act of 1890, which enables the court to make 
a special order as to the public examination of a lunatic. This 
latter provision certainly appears to assume the possibility of a 
lunatic being made a bankrupt, but it is doubtful whether it 
does not merely refer to the particular case in which a lunatic 
may be made bankrupt at the instance of his committee, a point 
which will be noticed later on. 

Viewing the matter from the practical standpoint of the 
creditor whose only anxiety is to get his money, not much light 
will be thrown upon the subject by discussing the abstract 


question of whether a lunatic can be made bankrupt. It is very 
rare to find a creditor who wishes to indulge in litigation which 
can only end in the House of Lords. The practical question 
for creditors is how far the lunacy overrides their common 
law rights and the right which the bankruptcy law gives 
them to get control of the debtor’s property and have 
it applied in discharge of the debtor’s obligations. In con- 
sidering this question, it is very material to remember that 
there is a well-established principle upon which the court of 
lunacy always deals with the claims of the lunatic’s creditors, in 
cases where the estate is insolvent. The moment the lunatic’s 
property becomes subject to the jurisdiction of the lunacy court, 
the primary consideration is, what is for the benefit of the 
lunatic? The lunatic’s benefit comes first, the creditor’s inter- 
ests second, and unless there is sufficient to provide ample 
maintenance for the lunatic, the creditor’s claims will not be 
. This principle has been established by a long series of 
ecisions, and was clearly enunciated in Re Plenderleith (42 W. RB. 
224), and more recently still by Ricsy, L.J., in Re B.S, A, 
(1901, 1 Q. B. 35). But the lunacy only affects the creditor 
through its control over the debtor’s property. The creditor 
may still pursue all his ordinary remedies against the lunatic, 
if he pleases, suing him to judgment, issuing execution and 
getting charging orders; but if he has to have recourse in 
pursuing his remedies to the lunacy jurisdiction, his claim will 
be controlled by the principle before stated. 

This, then, is how the matter stands when there is 
insolvency but no bankruptcy. In such cases the position 
of the creditor is a difficult one. There are three 
courses open to him. He can come in under the lunacy and 
carry in and prove his claim on the inquiry as to debts of the 
lunatic which is generally instituted by the Master (Rules in 
Lunacy, 1892, r. 38), If he has reason to think that the whole 
of the debtor’s property is in the control of the lunacy court, 
this is probably his best and cheapest course. On the other 
hand, he may pursue his ordinary remedy, sue the debtor to 
judgment, and obtain charging orders on his property. It is 
possible that such a charging order may be made effectual, in 
spite of the lunacy, if the creditor can put it in force against 
property of the debtor not yet reduced into the control of the 
lunacy court ; for the only limitation to a judgment creditor’s 
right to reach the property of the lunatic by ordinary writs of 
execution is the condition that in doing so he must not interfere 
with the possession of an officer of the court of lunacy. So in 
Re Brown (48 W. R. 461) a creditor successfully enforced a 
charging order against a fund paid into court in an administra- 
tion action, and the balance only of the fund was transferred to 
the lunacy. Moreover, charging orders upon the lunatic’s 
property, even if it be under the control of the lunacy, may 
eventually become effectual if the lunatic dies or recovers (2s 
Plenderletth (supra). 

en lunacy is complicated not merely by insolvency 
but by bankruptcy, it is important to consider separately 
the cases in which bankruptcy precedes lunacy, and 
those in which, assuming for the moment these can 
arise, lunacy precedes bankruptcy. When a man is made 8 
bankrupt, and lunacy supervenes, the position of the creditors is 
a much stronger one than in the converse case; for upon bank- 
ruptcy his estate vests in his trustee, and if the trustee is 
diligent, and gets it into his control before the lunacy, there will 
be nothing left for the lunatic, since the court in lunacy has no 
jurisdiction to interfere with the bankruptcy court, and will not 
attempt to take the property out of the hands of the creditors 
a _ benefit of the lunatic: Re Farnham (No. 2) (44 W. B. 

Now, as regards the cases in which bankruptcy follows lunacy, 
there is at least one case in which this may, without doubt, occur, 
and that is where the committee of a lunatic»proceeds, with the 
leave of the court, to wind up the lunatic’s affairs in bankruptcy. 
This he has undoubtedly power to do, if it is for the benelit of 
the lunatic (Re James, 12 Q. B.D. 332; Re Aytoun, 36 L. J. 
Newspaper 407). But this is a power specially conferred under 
the lunacy B see aim and every step in the proceedings must 
be controlled by the lunacy court. If, for instance, after filing, 
with leave, a declaration of inability to pay debts, the com 





mittee desires to consent to an adjudication upon a petition 
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resented by a creditor, he ought not to do so without the 
Reve of the court (Re Aytoun). 

Now it is possible that the interests of the lunatic and of the 
creditors may coincide, and that bankruptcy may be desirable, as 
in Re Aytoun, where it was judged for the benefit of the lunatic 
to be made a bankrupt in order that his property might be 
realized, when it was anticipated that all his creditors would be 
paid and a surplus be provided for his maintenance. If the 
creditor is lucky enough to find a committee willing to take this 
view, he may safely proceed by way of bankruptcy. This was 
done in Re Lee (28 Ch. D. 326), where the committee had 
unsuccessfully carried on the lunatic’s business, and a creditor 
put in am execution and then filed a bankruptcy petition, where- 
upon the committee applied to the court in lunacy for leave to 
consent to adjudication. This was granted. ; 

But it is difficult to see, even assuming that a lunatic can 
commit an act of bankruptcy and be adjudicated bankrupt, what 
a creditor can gain by a bankruptcy where there is already a 
lunacy under the lunacy jurisdiction. If the committee has 
done his duty, he will have reduced all the lunatic’s property 
into his own control, and there will be nothing for administra- 
tion by the trustee in bankruptcy, unless he can manage to 
grasp something which falls in afterwards. In fact, except in 
those cases in which a lunatic is made bankrupt at the instance 
of his committee, bankruptcy is adverse to, and inconsistent 
with, the administration of the estate in lunacy, and this is 
really the strongest argument against the possibility of making 
a lunatic bankrupt. Of course, different considerations arise 
where there is no official lunacy, and neither the lunatic nor 
his property are under control of the lunacy jurisdiction. 
Such cases will not very likely often occur, but in a case of this 
kind, it certainly seems that a creditor might successfully and 
mn proceed in bankruptcy. There might be some 

ifficulty about proving an act of bankruptcy; but an act of 
bankruptcy committed in a lucid interval, even if involving 
intention, would certainly be available, and it is difficult to see 
why an act of bankruptcy im invitum, such as an execution, 
should not be equally so, even if there was no lucid interval. 

In the case of Re Aytoun (supra), a difficult point of practice 
arose out of a curious situation. The lunatic was resident in 
England and a committee had been appointed here. There was 
already a curator bonis in Scotland. The committee had obtained 
leave to sign a declaration of insolvency, on which a creditor had 
founded a petition in bankruptcy. The curator bonis claimed to 
have a locus standi to appear and oppose the petition as well as 
the committee, who was inclined to assent to adjudication. The 
Court of Appeal held that the curator bonis had no locus standi, 
since under section 148 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, referred 
to above, only one person could represent the lunatic, and that 
person was the committee who already had the conduct of the 
pencoedings, A subsequent attempt on the part of the curator 

onis to apply under the guise of a creditor to expunge certain 
proofs and get the receiving order rescinded was equally un- 
successful: te Aytoun (36 L. J. Newspaper 407), The ratio 
decidendi of this case is that the committee in the country where 
the proceedings are taken is to be preferred to a curator bonis 
appointed by a foreign court, and not that a foreign curator bonis 
will not be recognized in this country. Indeed, there is ample 
authority to sustain the proposition that a foreign committee or 
curator bonis will be recognized in the English courts, where 
there is no conflict of jurisdiction. This was done very recently 
in the New York Security Co. v. Keyser & Co. (49 W. R. 871), 
where the title of American committees was recognised to sue 
for property e a lunatic lady domiciled in New York. 








From the report of the progress of the Ordnance Survey up to the 31st 
of March, 1901, which has been issued, it appears that the revision of the 
cadastral survey on 1-2,500 scale has now been taken up of all the counties 
of England and Wales which were surveyed more than twenty years ago, 
and the publication of the revised maps is proceeding as as ble 
after the completion of the manuscript maps. The total area published 
1s 23,255 square miles, of which 4,950 square miles have been published 
during the year. In regard to the new series of one-inch maps, the field 
work of the revision was begun in 1893 in accordance with the recom- 
mendation of the departmental committee. Since that the whole of 
—, Wales has been revised on the gro i cngueed, ond 
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The Law of Stamp Duties on Deeds and other Instruments. By 
E. N. ALPE, Barrister-at-Law. Revised and Amplified by ARTHUR 
B. Cane, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Eighth Edition. Jordan & Sons 
(Limited). 


The Handy Book on the Law and Practise of Joint Stock 
Companies, incorporated under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 
with Forms and Precedents, being a ual for Secretaries and 
others interested in the Practical Lega] Mavagement of the Business 
a Company. By AnTHony PuLsRook, Solicitor. Effingham 
Wilson. 


American Law Review, July—August, 1901. By Szymour D. 
Tuompson, St. Louis; Leonarp A. JonzEs, Boston. Reeves & 
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The Netherlands South African Railway Question, from the point 
of view of International Law. By Sir W. H. Rarriean, K.C. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—Mr. Adams flies off at a tangent from my one and only point. 
In his letter No. 1 he proclaimed from the house-top that he was not 
a member of the Incorporated Law Society, and asked the world to 
tell him why he should be. Being an inhabitant of the globe, I 
answered his question for myself ; but he does not relish my answer, 
so in his letter No. 2 he calls it abuse, and then plunges into a totally 
different subject. When he asks questions in print again, I suggest 
that he should also supply the answer that he wants, or beg that none 
may be given. 

Anybody who takes the trouble even to glance through an annual 
report of the Council will satisfy himself that they do a vast amount of 
arduous work in a great many different directions, and that the 
relations of the Society to the profession are such as to render it a 
matter of duty to belong toit. Mr. Adams is not satisfied with the 
Council’s course of action in one particular matter, and he announces 

ublicly in your journal that for that reason he does not join the 
Bociety atall. I maintain that, even if his criticism were just, it is 
a ludicrously insufficient and narrow-minded reason for holding aloof 
from membership. 

When Mr. Adams has become a member, and presented his annual 
subscription for all back years to the Society as conscience money, 
bis criticisms upon its governing body will come with a better grace 
and carry more weight. 

It is never too late to mend, and I do not abandon hope that Mr. 
Adams will yet see the error of his ways, and, with tears of repentance 
in his eyes, ask me to sign his nomination ~— 


101, Leadenhall-street, E.C., Aug. 12, 


WARD F, TURNER. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—My experience differs from that given by your correspondent 
X. When I was a member of the Society I met with entire courtesy, 
from the secretary downwards, whenever I wanted information or 
assistance. 

There is, however, having regard to the desire to compel all solici- 
tors to become members of the Scciety, a question which should be 
considered: it is the assumption by the Council of what are 
practically dictatorial powers. This is well evidenced by the circular 
calling the annual provincial meeting. Passing by the fact that it is 
the Council who have ted the invitation to hold the meeting, and 
control what papers shall be read and business done at it, there is this 
curious intimation to members :— 

‘‘ Subject to the control of the President of the Incorporated Law 
Society, each member attending the meeting will be at liberty to speak and 
vote upon any matter uader , Header ion, but all resolutions expressive of 
the opinions of the meeting will be framed in the form of recommenda- 
tions or requests to the Council to take the subjects of such resolutions into 
their consideration.” 

Why the members present should not be allowed to pass resolu- 
tions in the ordinary way is incomprehensible, seeing that the Coun- 
cil apparently reserve to themselves the right to pay attention to such 

lutions or to disregard them, at their pleasure. 


Joun R. ADAMS, 
66; Cannon Street, Aug. 13, 
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THE CHANCERY JUDGES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—There has been some confusion lately in the minds of those 
who have actions to be tried as to which judge will hear the action, 
a vie with witnesses or without, as a change takes place every 

8. 

For instance, the judges allied to each other are as follows: 
Justices Byrne and Buckley, Justices Kekewich and Joyce, Justices 
Farwell and Hardy. One may remember this by putting it into 


rhyme as thus : 
Burn Buckley, z 
Kick Joyce, 
Farewell Hardy. 
X. ¥. Z. 


[This is a shockingly irreverent production, which can only be 
accounted for by the commencement of the Vacation.—Ed, S.J.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 


The following Draft Rules are published pursuant to the Rules 
Publication Act : 

Drart RvuEs for the amalgamation of the Taxing Departments of 
the Supreme Court with a view to uniformity in the taxation of costs. 

General Rules pursuant to the Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Officers) Act, 1879, and the Judicature Acts, 1873 to 1899. 

1, There shall be amalgamated with the Central Office the following 
Offices, namely: 

The Chancery Taxing Office. 

The Bankruptcy ‘Taxing Office. 

The Taxing Department of the Office of the Masters in Lunacy. 

ee hee Department of the Office of the Registrar in Companies 

jing-up. 

2. There shall be transferred to the Central Office— 

(a) The existing Chancery Taxing Masters and the existin 
Bankruptcy Taxing Master with their respective clerks an 
messengers or the clerks and messengers employed in their 
respective offices. 

(b) The existing clerks in the Taxing Department of the Office of 
the Masters in Lunacy. 

3. Clause 4 of the Scheme to Order 61, Rule 1, shall be read as if 
words ‘in the Queen’s Bench Division except such costs as have 
heretofore been taxed in the Queen’s Remembrancer’s Office or the 
Crown Office,”’ were omitted therefrom. 


SUPREME COURT. 


4. Order V., Rule 6, shall be read as if the word ‘‘ except” were 
inserted therein in lieu of the word “ including.” 

5, Order 54, Rule 94, shall be read as if the words “of the same 
Division of the High Court” were omitted therefrom. 

6. The following paragraph shall be added at the end of Order 


65, Rule 2:— 

And an order giving a party costs except so far as they have been 
occasioned or incurred by or relate to some particular issue or part 
of his proceedings shall be read and construed as excluding only 


the amount by which the costs have been increased by such issue or 


P 88. . 

7. Order 65, Rule 18, is hereby annulled and the following Rule is 
substituted therefor :— , 

The Lord Chancellor may by order from time to time direct that 
the taxation of costs in any particular class of business to be specified 
in the Order shall be referred to one or more Taxing Masters or 
Taxing Officers to be named or described in such Order, but subject 
to avy such direction the business of the Taxing rin paar par of the 
Central Office of the Supreme Court shall be regulated and distributed 
oy Se Taxing Masters in such manner and order as the Taxing 

may deem expedient. Provided that in amy case where 
there sball have been any former taxation in the same cause or 
matter or in any summons under Order LYV., Rules 3 or 4 relating 
to the same estate or trust, the taxation shall go to the Taxing 
Master before whom such former taxation took place. 

74. Order LXV., Rule 23, shall be read as if instead of the words 
“*In interlocutory applications” the words “In any case” were 


8. Regulation 17 of Order 65, Rule 27, ishereby annulled, and the 

following tion is substituted therefor :— m 
The costs of inspection of documents shall be in the discretion of 
the Master, but no allowance is to bemade for on panes 
there 


unless it is shewn to the satisfaction of the Taxing Master 
were got and snfficient reasons for making such inspection. 
8a. Taxing Officers of the Supreme Court or of any division 








thereof shall have power and authority to make one or more interim 
certificate or certificates, allocatur or allocaturs in any taxation for 
any portion or portions of the taxed costs directed to be taxed, 
without wai until a certificate for the full amount can be made. 

9. Regulation 29 of Order LXV,, Rule 27, is hereby anaulled and 
the following Regulation is substituted therefor :— 

On every taxation the Taxing Master shall allow all such costs, 
charges, and expenses as shall appear to him to have been necessary 
or proper for the attainment of justice or for defending the rights 
of any party, but save as against the party who incurred the same 
no costs shall be allowed which appear to the Taxing Master to 
have been incurred through over-caution, negligeuce, or mistake or 
by payment of special fees to Counsel or special charges or expenses 
to witnesses, or other ms or by other unusual expenses, or by a 

reference for the of particular persons in their profession or 


10. The following paragraph shall be added at the end of Order 
65, Rule 27, Regulation 37: 

But the Taxing Master shall have power to revise and regulate the 
practice in re, to taxation of costs, and theallowance of feesso as to 
assimilate the allowances for costs, and to secure uniformity upon all 
taxations so far as may be practicable and expedient. 

11, Order LXV., Rule 27, Regulation 384, is hereby annulled, and 
the following Regulation is substituted therefor :— 

If upon any taxation it shall appear that the costs have been 
increased by unnecessary delay or by improper, vexatious, prolix or 
unn proceedings, or by other misconduct or negligence, or 
that from any other cause the amount of the costs is excessive haviag 
regard to the nature of the business transacted or the interests 
involved or the money or value of property to which the costs relate or 
to the other circumstances of the case the Taxing Master shall allow 
only such an amount of costs as may be reasonable and proper and 
assess the same at a gross sum, and shall (if necessary) apportion the 
amount among the parties if more than one. 

The provisions as to the review of taxations shall apply to 
allowances and certificates under this Rule. 

12. Regulation 39 of ord. 65, r. 27, shall be read as if after the 
word ‘ ed” the words “‘ or such earlier time as may in any case 
be fixed by the Taxing Master” were inserted, and as if after the 
word ‘‘same” the following words were inserted, ‘“‘The Taxing 
Master may if he shall think fit issue pending the consideration of 
such objections a certificate of taxation or allocatur for or on account 
of the remainder of the bill of costs and such further certificate or 
allocatur as may be necessary shall be issued by the Taxing Master 
after his decision upon such objections.” 

13. Clause No. 184 of Appendix N of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court. 1883, is hereby Bad 

14. Order 71, Rule 1, shall be read as if the words from ‘‘ Taxing 
Officer,” to “‘ respectively ” inclusive were omitted thereform, and the 
words “ Taxing r or Taxiog Officer refers to and includes the 
Masters of the Supreme Ovurt for the time being acting as Taxing 
Masters of the Taxing Department of the Central Office of the 
Supreme Court or other person whose duty it is to tax costs 
in any Division or Department of the Supreme Court” were 
inserted and as if after the words ‘‘Central Office of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature” the words “The Taxing Department of the 
Control — shall be known as the Supreme Court Taxing Office” 
were added. 





Companies. 

General Rules t to the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
and the Judicature Acts, 1873 to 1899. 

1. Rule 30 of the Companies Winding-up Rules, 1890, shall be 
sen as if the words “‘ of the Chancery Division” were omitted there- 

1m. 

2, Rule 28 of the ‘Companies Winding-up Rules, 1892, shall be 
read as if the words “conmihetel oat shaved the Registrar ”’ were 
omitted therefrom, and the words ‘“‘ taxed or oval by the Taxing 

inserted. 

3. Rule 2 of the Oo 


Officer” were i a ), 1808 
mpanies Winding-up Rules (August), 1892, 
shall be read as if the words “* Ohiet Glerk or Taxing Master” were 
omitted therefrom, and the words ‘‘or Chancery Master and may if 
in any case he shall think it expedient, exercise the powers of & 
Taxing Officer” were inserted. 

4. These Rules may be cited as The Companies Winding-up Rules, 
1901, and shall come into operation on the ~ day of 190. 


Bankruptcy. 
General Rules pursuant to the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and the 
Judicature Acts, 1873 to 1899. 
1. Rules 104, 105, and 106 are hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule ig substituted therefor :— 
The Masters of the Supreme Court, for the time being acting # 
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Taxing Masters of the Taxing Department of the Central Office of the 
Supreme Court shall be the Prescribed Officers for the taxation of all 
such Bills of Costs and charges, fees and dis its in matters 
under the Act as heretofore have been taxed by the Bankruptcy Tax- 
ing Masters and all other taxable bills in other matters in which the 
High Court may exercise bankruptcy jurisdiction and such taxable 
bills as may be specially referred to them for taxation by avy County 
Court and generally tor the transaction of the business heretofore 
transacted by the Bankruptcy Taxing Masters, and the expression 
Bankruptcy Taxing Masters or Taxing Officer shall mean and include 
the said Masters of the Supreme Court. 

2. sy He shall come into operation on the day cf 

3. This Rule may be cited with the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 to 
1890, as Rule 104, 


Lunacy. 


General Rules pursuant to the Lumacy Act, 1890, and the 
Judicature Acts, 1873 to 1899. 

1, Rule 110 of the Rules in Lunacy, 1892, is hereby annulled aud 
the following Rule is substituted therefor :— 

The Rules of the Supreme Oourt as to costs and as to fees and 
ewes upon the taxation of costs for the time being in force 
oar y to the costs of proceedings under the Lunacy Acts, 1890 
ani . 

2. Rules 111, 115, and 149 of the said Rules are hereby annulled. 

3. Rule 114 of the said Rules is hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule is substituted therefor :— 

Costs of proceedings under the Lunacy Acts, 1890 and 1891, shall 
be taxed by the Masters of the Supreme Court, for the time being 
acting as Taxing Masters of the Taxing ent of the Central 
Office of the Supreme Court, or such Taxing Officer as the Lord 
Chancellor may trom time to time ——s 

4. These Rules shall be read with Rules in Lunacy, 1892, and 
shall come into force on the day of 


Railway, &c. 


General Rules pursuant to the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, 
and the Judicature Acts, 1873 to 1899. 

Sang 51 is hereby annulled and the following Rule is substituted 
or :— 

Costs shall, in England, be taxed by the Masters of the Supreme 
Court for the time being acting as Taxing Masters of the Taxing 
Department of the Central Office of the Sapoone Court and else- 
where than in England by such person as the Commissioners may 


2. This Rule shall be read with the Railway and Canal Commission 
Rules, 1889, and may be cited as Rule 51. 
= This Rule shall come into force on the day of , 
Copies may be obtained on application at the Lord Chancellor's 
Office, House of Lords. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 


DELIUS ». MULLER. 14th Ang. 


Master anp Srervant—Covenant in Resrramst or TrapE— 
REASONABLENESS—IMPLIED REVOCATION OF AGREEMENT. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs, Mesers. Daniel & Rudolf 
Delius, who are wool, noil, and waste merchants, at Bradford, that the 
defendant might be restrained by the order and injunction of the court 
until the trial of this action or further order (a) from, either alone or in 
ae with any other person or persons, either in the borough of 

ord, in the county of York, or in any other city, town, parish, or 

place within a radius of fifty miles therefrom, carrying on or being 

concerned in the carrying on of any similar 

to or of the s@me character or nature as the trade or business 

. Which has been carried on by the plaintiffs during the period of the 
defendant’s engagement with the plaintiffs or during any part of such 

pang ™ yew () mam sotng hh traveller, clerk, or servant 

; or mm any other ca an or ing 

on within such radius as bani such a Soule ov. Solnpeabens ° 

Upon behalf of the plaintiffs, it was said that the plaintiffs had for twenty- 

six 3 and upwerds carried on the business of wool and yarn merchants, 

at Bradford, in partnership. In the year 1882 the defendant was in the 

employment of the plaintiffs as assistant confidential clerk, at a of 

£160 per annum. On the 27th of March, 1882, the plaintiffs entered into 

a agreement in writing with the defendant whereby they agreed to 
Continue to employ nim and he agreed to continue te serve them as assistant 
confidential clerk from the date of the agreement until the let of July, 
1882, at the salary of £160 @ yesr, and from the Ist of July, 1862 for 





five years at the salary ford upon the tommy Shaneinatier mentioned. Olause 2 
of the agreement provided (incer alia) that the defendant should devote his 
whole time and attention to the business of the firm. Clause 4 specified the 
defendant’s salary for the five years from the Ist of July, 1882, and 
provided for a salary to be a i 
defendant for each year after 
the plaintiffs’ service. Clause 5 
in the pleintifis’ service after the expiration of the said term unless and until 
six calendar months’ notice in writing on either side as therein mentioned 
ven. Clause 6 of the agreement was as follows : 
ae Sen SP aus SMe See ee, Omer Cee So 
any other person or persons, within 
the engagement between himself and 
it shall terminate by notice 
means), either in the borough of Bradf 
town, parish, or place 
be concerned in carrying on of any 
same character or nature as the trade or business which shall 
on by the firm d the pout of 
no 


uring 

part of such period ; and also t 

act as the agent, traveller, clerk, or servaut 

for any person or persons 

a trade or business as aforesaid.” use 8 provided that the plaintiffs might 

at any time d the engagement dismiss the defendant from their service 

in case (inter alia) of a breach of the provisions of that agreement, or any of 

them, or in case he should absent himself from the service of the plaint 

thereby nam hould = wu ge dice to the BF .o 

ereby upon ¢& cease, out prejudice 

the ment embodied in clanee 6, and that in the event of such dismissal 

the defendant should not be entitled to receive gr for fp rns a from 

the last day of payment thereof to the date such 

February, 1901, the plaintiffs gave the defendant six calendar months’ 

notice in —— terminating the engagement. The defendant’s salary 

had been paid down to June, 1901. On the 15th of July, 1901, the 

defendant wrote to the plaintiffs saying he had entered the cervice of 

Messrs. Delius & Co., also of Bradford, a firm carrying on a 

business to the plaintiffs’. Messrs. Delius & Co., had carried on their 

business during the whole of the defendant’s t 

with the plaintiffs, and great was likely to accrue to the plaintiffs 

unless the defendant were restrained from contin in the service of 

Messrs. Delius & Co. The defendant alleged that in November, 1893, the 

old agreement of March, 1882, was abandoned, and a new agreement 

entered into. In November, 1893, the plaintiffs’ then (Mr. 

Assenheimer) died somewhat suddenly, and the defence set up was that 

the plaintiffs sent for the defendant and offered him the position of 

manager. The defendant said that he discussed terms with the plaintiffs, 

and eventually agreed to accept the of head manager at a salary of 

£800 a year andashare of 10 per cent. in the profits of the wool department. 

ee citais in the sbscupe of the pelacipala, "The dafendant alleged that 
8 in the absence e e 

this was an entirely new agreement which placed him in 

entirely different and ages pa. and that it was (althoug 

not expressly agreed) by all the parties that 

that date the old ent was to be considered to 

end. He also 

was void as being unreasonably 

defendant it was submitted that in 1893 there was 

employment, and that clause 6 of the agreement of 1882 w 

Sane Co ee eee secondly, the covenant 

wide. The evidence was that there was no 

outside Bradford and a radius of ten miles. 

= eeition Ox (1884 A. § sss). "Any taskusee Gat the plosestits 

Ammunition 4 . 

ce enanted ch Geis tao Udeatinah eoeeth Guat weed traprannd 

second part of the covenant did not 

as agent, clerk, or servant in but 

fifty miles of it : Cattle v. Thorpe (W. N., 1900, 83). 

were obnoxious, and must be construed most strictly ag 


ent, said that the case was 
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covenantee. 
Joyce, J.—In giving ju 
clear, and it would probably have been better if the matter co 


E 
: 
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: 
if 


i 


g 


discussed and considered at the trial. Three objections had 
the application. The restrictive clause was tolerably clear. It 
that the restriction was an unreasonable one. He need only tay 
unable to see anything unreasonable in it. There wasa conflict of nce 
as to the district within which the trade was carried on, but in his opinion 
it could not be said that the covenant was unreasonable. Then it was said 
that in 1893 duties of a higher character were assi; to the defendant 
than those under which he entered the plaintsff:’ service. As to the 
alteration of the terms of employment, he did not consider that upon the 
evidence it had been made out that the first agreement had been er 
annulled. If the original * - ten 


not expire till Ni 
injunction must be granted. 
creene Sse Hn ener ot a ote a of the clause was to prevent the 
defendant from carrying on business, not within the h of Bradford 
itself, but within fifty miles of it. That contention was There 
must be an injunction in terms of the notice of motion, the usual under- 
taking as to damages, and the costs would be costs in the action.—Counszx, 
Ingpen, K.O. (Condy with him); Alexander, K.C., and Bateman Napier. 
Soxrcrrors, Johnson, Weatherall, ¢ Sturt, for Wade, Bilbrough, Booth, 
$ Co., Bradford ; Jacques ¢ Co., agents for Neill ¢ Holland, Bradford. 
(Reported by J. E. Aupous, Bazrister-at-Law.] 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re MARQUIS OF ANGLESEY. WILLMOT».GARDNER. No. 2. 
2nd August. 


InreREst—TRADESMAN’s AccountT—ImpPLIzp AGREEMENT BY CUSTOMER TO 
Pay INTEREST. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Oozens-Hardy, J. The action 
was for the administration of the estate of a testator. A claim was carr.ei 
in by a firm of tailors whom the testator had employed for a sum of 
£3,318 5s. 3d. of which £2,162 98. 3d. was for goods supplied, and 
£1,155 16s. was for interest on overdue accounts. During a period of ten 
years the claimants had delivered to the testator a yearly account in which 
they had charged him with interest on sums which had been due from him 
for three years and longer. He had never objected to the charge of inter- 
est, and he had irom time to time made payments to the claimants on 
aecount generally. This was the only evidence of any agreement by him 
to pay interest. Cozens-Hardy, J., was inclined to think that this courss 
of dealing was evidence of an agreement by the testator to pay interest as 
charged, but his lordship was of opinion that, by reason of the decision of 
Kekewich, J., in Re Edwards (61 L. J. Oh. 22), he was bound to hold that 
an ent to pay interest was not proved, and he accordingly rejected 
the claim for interest. The claimants appealed. 

Tux Court (Ricry, Coitins, and Romer, L.JJ.), allowed the appeal. It 
was true that the claim was against the estate of a deceased person, but 
that was only material in the sense that the question of a person being 
dead generally was material in these cases. It was not a question of 
something that the deceased was said to have said or done, as to which there 
‘was no evidence at all except the evidence of one living person against the 
deceased. This was a case where the evidence was the acts and admissions of 
the deceased himself. There were facts in the present case as to which there 


was no ute. The fact that the bills were sent in, the fact that on thos: 
bills the claim for interest was made, and the fact that payments were made 
thereu all stand outside controversy ; and that being the case, what is 


pon, 
that evidence of? That was for a jury, and it could not be withdrawn 
from a jury. The reasonable inference from that was the deceased dealt 
With the claimants on the footing that he was to pay interest after three 
ears. The claimants were therefore entitled to recover. —CovnszL, 
wlins, K.0., and R. J. Parker; Eve, K.C., and Ashworth James. 
Soxscrrors, Maud: § Twnnicliffe; Farrer § Co. 


[Reported by 8, E. Witu14ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HAEDICHE AND LIPSKI’S CONTRACT. Byrne, J. 10th August. 


VENDOR AND PurcuaseER—Stummmons UNDER VENDOR AND Purcuasers Act 
—ConpiTion—AccerTaNce oF VENDOR’s TiTLE — LEasEHOLDs — UNDIS- 
CLosgp Covenants—Return or Derostr—Interest—Costs or INVESTIGAT- 
ING 


This was a vendor and purchaser summons on the part of the purchaser 
asking (inter alia) for a declaration that a good title had not been shewn, 
and for the return of the deposit. The contract contained an agreement 
on the part of the vendor to sell, and of the purchasers to purchase, ten 
leasehold houses held for a term of which sixty years remained un- 
expired, let to weekly tenants. And after providing for the purchase- 
money, and acknowledging the deposit, the contract continued: ‘The 
vendor’s title is accepted by the purchasers, who undertake Fn all costs 
of the transaction. The purchase to be completed on or before the 24th 
day of January, 1901, when the purchasers will be let into possession of 
the rents, all outgoings to be apportioned on the day of completion. The 
property was subject to certain onerous and unusual covenants and to 
provisions for re-entry on breach of any such covenants. The purchasers 
stated in their affidavits that they had had no notice of these covenants 
when the contract was si . The vendors submitted that the purchasers 
were se by the contract from insisting that a good title had not 

ewn. 

Byanz, J., held that the purchasers were entitled to succeed, and, though 
not without hesitation, ordered the return of the deposit with interest 
and costs for investigating the title. His lordship stated that, in his 
opinion, it required more than a condition couched in the vague 
general terms of the present contract to force the purchasers to take 
such a title.—OCounset, Stewart Smith ; Alexander, K.0., and E. Ford. 


[Reported by J. Azruuz Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re VAN STRAUBENZEE. BOUSTEAD v. COOPER. Cozens-Hardy, J, 
25th July; 6th August. 


Serriement—ArTzex-acauingp Prorrrry—Rvuiz ww “‘ Howe v. Eat or 
Daxntmovutu ’’—Arr ication THEREOF TO SETTLEMENTS. 


This was 4 summons raising certain questions of construction with regard 
to a settlement, and also the question whether the rule in the case of 
Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth (7 Ves. 137) as to the conversion of personal 
property bequeathed for life with remainders over applied to the case of 
& settlement, or was limited in its application to wills. By a settlement of 
the 13th of November, 1841, made between General Richardson of the 
first , Miss Richardson of the second part, Captain Straubenzee of 
the and the trustees of the fourth part, a sum of £2,000 East 
India the of General Richardson, was settled upon trust for 
the wife for life, then for the husband for life, with usual trusts for the 





issue of the marriage, and in the event, which happened, of the:e not being 
any children of the marriage, then the trustees were to transfer the other 
moiety to General Richardson, his executors, administrators and 

There was a covenant in the settlement by the husband and wife that in 
case at any time or times thereafter during the cvverture any real or 
personal estate or effects of any kind or quality should come to or vest in 
the wife, or the husband in his right, at law or in equity, by devise, 
descent, gift or otherwise, the same should be conveyed, settled, and assured 
from time to time, without any delay by the husband, his executors, adminis- 
trators, and the wife, and all persons cla under her, unto the trustees, 
their heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns respectively, according to 
the nature and quality of the said property respectively, upon such and the 
eame trusts, and to and for such the same ends, intents and purposes, and 
with, under, and subject to such and the same powers, provisions, and 
limitations, declarations and agreements, as were thereinbefore mentioned, 
expressed and declared of and concerning the saidsum of £200 East India 
Stock, or as near thereto as the nature of the property or other intervening 
circumstances should permit. The settlement did not contain any power 
to vary securities. General Richardson, by his will, dated the 13th of 
April, 1847, and proved in 1849, gave all his residuary personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust as soon as conveniently might be to sell and convert 
into money all such parts of his estates and effects as should not consist of 
money, and to stand of the moneys which should arise from the 
said sale of his said residuary estate and effects, as to one equal third partin 
trust for his daughter, Mrs. Ellis, for her separate use ; as to another equal 
third part for Lady Straubenzee absolutely ; and as to the remaining third 
part in trust for his daughter, Catherine Frances Richardson, absolutely, 
His lordship at the hearing of the case held that the one-third share of 
residue taken by Lady Straubenzse under her father’s will was bound by 
the covenant to settle after-acquired property. This residue included one 
moiety of the settled ae f which on her dying in 1900, a widow and 
without issue, fell to General Richardson’s executors. It was contended, 

however, that the rule in Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth ought to be applied, 
and that, as the residue included a reversionary interest, which only fell 
into possession on the death of Lady Straubenzee, the whole of it ought 
not to be deemed capital, but that an apportionment ought to be made, 

Re Earl of Chesterfield’s Trusts (32 W. R. 361, 24 Oh. D. 643). 


Cozens-Harpy, J., in a considered judgment, after stating the above 
facts, said that as far as he was aware, the rule in Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth 
had never been applied except to a disposition by will of residuary personal 
estate given en masse to be enjoyed by several persons in succession. The 
court assumed an intention that the logatece should enjoy the same thi 
in succession, and as the only mode of giving effect to such intention, 
directed the conversion into permanent authorised investments of all such 
parts of the residuary estate as were of a wasting or reversionary or 
unauthorised : Pickering v. Pickering (4 My. & Or. p. 298) and 
Macdonald v. Irvine (26 W. R. 381, 8 Ch. D. p. 112). But the rule did not 
apply to any bequest which was specific as distinguished from residuary. 
On principle, his lordship could see no ground for applying the rule to the 
present case. The covenant to settle after-acquired property was a con- 
tract which had to be performed in strict accordance with its terms. It 
operated upon that which must be regarded as a specific property—viz,, 
the lady’s share in her father’s estate. This share was to be vested in 
trustees upon the same trusts as were declared with reference to the India 
Stock. Those trusts did not include a trust for sale of the India Stock, nor was 
there even a power to sell it, apart from legislation since 1841. His 
lordship said he could not imply a trust to convert that which was brought 
into the settlement, whether it were real or personal estate. It was 
remarkable that there was no direct authority on the point. Mr. Vaizey, ia 
his book on settlements, p. 421, said: ‘‘ There are two cases in which, 
probably, the rule is applicable to trusts in settlements created by deed. 
Une is that in which the unrealized estate of a deceased person, or the 
share in such an estate to which the settlor is entitled, is settled. The 
other is the case of a covenant to settle after-acquired property.”” lh 
support of this view no decision was cited, and there were two cases which 
tended in the opposite direction. In Milford v. Peile (17 Beav. 602), which 
was more fully reported in 2 W. R. 181, the point seemed to have arisen. 
His lordship stated the facts of that case, and said that Howe v. Earl¢ 
Dartmouth Bia not seem to have been cited, and no clear reasons wert 
given for the decision arrived at. The decision, however, was inconsistent 
with the view that the rule in Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth applied, 
unless Sir John Romilly relied upon the express option given to the 
trustees in that case either to ae or sell, In the following year the 
question arose for consideration before Kindersley, V.C., in Hope v. Hop 
(L Jur. N. 8.770.) After stating the facts in that case, his lordship said 
that Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth, and Milford v. Peile were cited ; Kindersley, 
V.C., said he was not aware of any case in which the principle of Howe ¥. 
Earl of Dartmouth, had been applied to a settlement, which was a contrat 
between the parties, whilst in a will there was no contract. But whatevée 
might be the general principle, in that particular case, so far from ther 
being any trust, implied or otherwise, for conversion, conversion was only 
to take place at the request of the husband and wife during their lives, and 
after their death at the discretion of the trustees,dthe intention being that 
the property, whatever it was, coming to the wife should be settled. Ther 
would therefore be a declaration that the property was not to be col 
verted during the lives of the husband and wife without their request 
Hope v. Hope was important as indicating that, in the opinion of the Vice 
Chancellor, the rule did not apply to a marriage settlement, but bit 
lordship could not treat it asa positive decision to that effect. Unde 
those circumstances, he felt at liberty to follow his own view, and therefor 
held that the rule in Howe v, Earl of Dartmouth had no application to th 

resent case.—CounszL, Prior ; Vernon-Smith, K.0., and W. G. Wrangham} 
¢, K.0., and Frank Russell 3 George Caves J. Ashton Cross, Soxicrrods 
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Morton, Rose, ¢ Morton; J. A. Lound; Witham, Lambert, § Roscoe; Le 
Brasseur, § Oakley ; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for Smith, Mammett, Hale, $ 
Quarrell, Ashby -de-la-Zouch. 

[Reported by W. Morzis Carrer, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


DODSON v. DOWNEY. Farwell, J. 30th July. 


PartNersHIp—Sare or SHare—Spxciric PsrroRMANCE—RIGHT or VENDOR 
to Inpgmnity Acarnst Liapriities—Parrnersuie Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vicr. c. 39), s. 31. 

This was a witness action by a vendor for specific performance of a 
contract for the sale of his share in a partnership business. The vendor’s 
partners had not consented to the sale, and did not propose to admit the 
purchaser as a partner, so that he was only entitled to the rights of an 
assignee under section 31 of the Partnership Act, 1890. The vendor had 
arranged to leave his capital in the business for three years. The 
question arose (inter alia) whether the vendor was entitled to an Tess 
covenant of indemnity from the purchaser against the liabilities of the 
business. 

Farwe11, J., having held that the vendor was entitled to specific 

rformance, said: The purchase of a share in a partnership does not 
viffer in this respect from the purchase of other property. As from the 
date of the contract the purchaser becomes the owner of the share subject 
to the liability to pay the purchase-money, and with that qualification the 
vendor holds the share as trustee for the purchaser (see Dart on Vendors 
and Purchasers, 6th ed., p. 283). It therefore follows, according to the 
usual rule as between trustee and cestui que trust, that the purchaser is 
bound to indemnify the vendor against all liability in respect of the share, 

and, having regard to the parallel case of Bridgman v. Daw (40 W. R 

253), where the subject of purchase was an equity of redemption, the 

vendor is entitled to an express covenant of indemnity.—CovunsEL, Upjohn, 

K.C., and R. B. Yardley ; Phipson Beale, K.C., and 8. R. Earle. Soutcrrors, 

Alexander Neale for Bennett § Marsh, Worthing ; Edward Betteley. 

[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to record the death, on the 13th ult., of Mr. Cuantes Henry 
Wutsuire, solicitor, of Great Yarmouth. He was admitted in 1861, 
and entered into partnership with the late Mr. John Lomas Cufaude, 
of Yarmouth ; but subsequently practised in his own name for some 
time, taking into partnership at a later date Mr. Charles J. Wiltshire and 
Mr. Percy Wiltshire. Mr. Wiltshire filled the office of Mayor of Great 
Yarmouth and took a leading part in the business of the Oorporation for 
many years. He was clerk to the Great Yarmouth School Board, having 
held office ever since the Board was established in 1875; chairman of 
the Gorleston Gas Oo.; one of the Winterton and Somerton Drainage 
Commissioners ; and Conservative Registration Agent for North Suffolk, 
He took a deep interest in the Yarmouth General Hospital and Boys’ 
Home; and these institutions, and indeed all the philanthropic work in the 
borough and neighbourhood, lose, by his death, an excellent friend. 
Honourable, sincere, and thorough, doing with all his might whatever he 
found it his duty to do, Mr. Wiltshire was, says a local journal, one of the 
finest types of men who serve the common weal. He was a man of 
wide legal knowledge, and was looked upon as a thoroughly sound lawyer, 
whose legal opinion might be relied upon. He was held in the highest 
regard by the members of the legal profession. At the Yarmouth Police 
Oourt the chairman said that he could speak Lage eape | of Mr. Wiltshire’s 
kindness, the stability of his character, and the reliability that could 
always be placed in him. He was very much respected by everyone in the 
town. Mr. Waters, on behalf of the legal profession, said that by great 
industry and the exercise of his talents, coming to the town as a stranger, 
Mr. Wiltshire had established and carried on a very extensive practice. 
They knew how highly he was respected by one and all. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvuTions, 


Epwin Anprew and Wim Begavan Warrtson, solicitors (Edwin 
Andrew & Oo.), 27, Clement’s-lane, London. June 30,1901. The said 
— Andrew will carry on busitiess at the above address as Edwin 

w & Co. 


Wim Jaques, Witt1am Jaqurs the younger, and Epwarp Tyrre., 
Jaques, solicitors (Jaques & Co.), 8, Ely-place, London. Aug. 12, 1901. 
\ [ Gazette, Aug. 13. 


GENERAL, 


It isannounced that Mr. Justice Bucknill will accompany Mr. Justice 
Wills on the Northern Circuit at the ensuing autumn asaizes in place of 
Mr. Justice Darling. 


The Council of Legal Education have arranged with His Honour Judge 
Wm. Willis, K.O., for the delivery, during the ing Michaelmas 
educational term, of a course of evening lectures on ‘‘ Contract of Sale.’’ 


It is announced that there is to be a special service in Westminster Abbey 
on Thur: day, the 24th of October next, tne first day of the Michaelmas 
Sittings of the Law Courts, at which the judges and members of the legal 
— will attend, and that the arrangements will be the same as last 





Messrs. Ede & Son, of 93 94 Chancery-lane, W.C., established 
SiS yooms, bane Sass Seeeee ore ee eae tment as robe 
makers to His Majesty the King, the firm having held Royal Warrants 
during five reigns. Her Majesty Queen Alexandra has also honoured Ede 
& Son by granting a warrant of appointment as robe makers. 


Tuesday’s London Gazette contains an Order in Council applying the 
ive Offenders Act, 1881, to the Bechuanaland Protectorate, Southern 
Rhodesia, Barotsiland, North-Western Rhodesis, British Central Africa 
Protectorate, North-Eastern Rhodesia, the Colony of the Cape of Good 
a the Colony of Natal, Basutoland, the Orange River Colony, and the 


At the Royal Courts on the 9th inst., Mr. Sartoris, the superintendent, 
presented Mr. George Edwards, one of the staff attendants, with a clock 
and cruet stand to mark his return from the war in South Africa, where 
he had been serving for eighteen months as a reservist in the 1st King’s Royal 
Rifles. Tne gift was subscribed for by the superintendent and the members 
of the Law Courts staff. 


The present composition (so far as formed) of the judicial body of the 
New South African Colonies is, says the Daily Mail: Chief Justice of 
the Transvaal: Mr, Rose Innes, K.0. Paisne Judges: Mr.J. W. Wessels, 
Sir William Smith, Mr. A. W. Mason (Acting Ohief Justice of Natal), Mr. 
W. Solomon. Ohief Justice of the Orange River Colony: Mr. W. H. 
Maasdorp. It may be added that these appointments, like practically all 
those now being made, are permanent. 


_The house at the south-west corner of Bedford-row, the well-known 
colony of lawyers, is (says the Daily News) to be demolished in connection 
with adjacent building operations. ‘This, it is said, will be the first break 
in the spacious, if dismal, street since the houses were built early in the 
eighteenth century. The row is not named after the ducal family, as is 
commonly supposed, but the town of Bedford, of which a possessor of the 
site, Sir William Harpur, Lord Mayor in 1562, wasa native. 


Several years ago (says the Albany Law Journal) a probate judge of 
Norway county, Missouri, ueed four dollars worth of postage stamps in 
the course of official business, and the county authorities refused to pay 
for them. Upon his retirement from the bench the judge brought suit 
against the county in the Circuit Court to recover the four dollars, but 
lost his case. Thereupon he — to the Supreme Court of Missouri, 
which has just decided that- Norway county must pay for the stamps. 
The county will also have to pay a proportion of the costs of the 
litigation. 

An incident which recently occurred in Mr. Justice Kekewich’s court 
recalls, says the Daily Mail, the protest of a well-known judge a generation 

that he could not ‘‘hear’’ counsel ‘‘ because his waistcoat was so 
loud.’’ A junior counsel applied to Mr. Justice Kekewich to hear a case 
which had been passed over during his absence m another court. ‘‘ And 
what did the judge in the other court say respect your attire?” 
inquired his lordship then glaring at the white waistcoat which the 
junior was wearing. Counsel made no reply, but renewed his application 
the next day in a black waistcoat. 


An episode on the eve of the closing of the Law Courts, says the 
Yorkshire Post, illustrates the scrupulous care which English judges take 
not to allow even a suspicion of mal bias to arise in thé administration 
of their judicial work. The Great Northern Railway Co. had a small 
action against a north of England co . It was in the list at 
Mr. Justice Kennedy’s Court. When it came before , it was found 
that the suit was undefended, and, of course, all that had to be done was 
to formally enter judgment for the Great Northern Railway Oo. without 
hearing evidence. To the surprise of the court Mr. Justice said 
he could not do this as he was a shareholder, under a trust deed, in the 
railway company in question. He acknowl that the point was 
almost an absurd one, as the work he had to do in the matter was sim 
administrative, and moreover, he was only a trustee of the interest w 
disqualified him. He pointed out, however, that there might be cases of a 
very different character. He therefore sent the case to Mr. Justice 
Darling, but he also declined to enter judgment, as he owns 
some shares in the railway com . Mr. Justice was then 
appealed to, and it was discovered that he had no interest in the 
er and the formal duty of entering judgment for plaintiff was 
carried out. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULT OF SALE. 
BS, B Moores 6 Qseme disposed of the following, amongst other lots, at 


Messrs, 
their Sale, at the Mart, on y last :-— 
AnagL.urs POVERCIOS ent JAFG ae £ 
Pee oF Tr apnum ey “aa ah 
The Life Interest of a Lady, aged 60, in Railway Stocks, producing 
£102 per annum ... one ove ooo o_o om a” ae 








Waknine To oe ~~ fey AND mascecr Ny So Pay 
chasing or rent @ house have Sanit Arrangemen oroug 
Tested and Reported = by an eye m4 The 
Oo, (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, -street, 
quoted on receipt of full particulars. lished 25 years. Telegrams, 
* Sanitation,” don. Telephone, “No, 316 Westminster.”—[Apvr. } 
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Aug 6 on Ost 3). Abrahams & Co, 
o’clock ia the afternoon of O: 
send their names and add 
Trincie & Hicas, Limitzp —Creditors are required 


78, Victoria rd Stroud Green, 


Sept 11, to send theie names and addresses, with particula: 


liquidator 
—Tvurspay, Aug. 13. 


Dp mm CHANCERY. 
o send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
a Bell Prior, Addingham, via Leeds. 


hames and addresses, and the particulars 
iti@2§8 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faiwar, Aug. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lonpow ayp Gwe Finance Corporatioy, ee ae ag = e eins 5 WP Been 
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Ward & Co, Gracechureh st, solors to Ji he 


Butt, 54, Saville st, North Shields. Bramwe'l & Bell, North 


JOINT GTOOk COMPANIES. 
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of their debts or claims, to 


96, Copeland 
Macixtrosn, Brocxtenvest. & Co. Lirrev—Petn for wisties © up, presented Aug 2, 


em Sanan Carnenive, Ramegate 
Pansoxe, Bowarp Wituiam, 


Saarp, WiLuiaM, 


prevented SropDaktT, Henry, Ga 


bu 
4/1 Taytor, Mary ANX, 


ebts or claims, to 


Mr Alfred Wright , Old Jewry 


sree Lome ese be Limrrep fee I ioe ade ae seb j uired, on or 
eir names a e 

c'aims, to George Walker, Spilsby. ” a debts or a. a Aug 21 Died, 
Ghosmmenanee LinrrEp —Creditors are required. on ot before Sept 10, to send their | Bennzrr, James, St (Hotel Keepe 

and , and the pam 5 a, debts = claims, to Thomas Ainley 

, 15, Harrington st, ool. McMillin, solor to liquidator Buamey, Marruew Hinp, Twickenham &e; 
TyexmoutH Bats Hore. Co, Liurrep— Creditors are required, on or before Wednesday, | Bruce, Henry ALexanveRr, Liverpool 
rs of their debts or claims, 4 


, Solers for Chancery In 
” Cuannock, Joun, Draper, B: 


Crompton 
Dimient, James, 
Dixox, 


their debts o 
Dos.x, 


DWARD, 


Green, Toomas Rist, 
ohn Day Tatbot, 











Kyicutty, Epwarp, Shoseditet, Builder Oct 1 

McLeay, 
ORK, » Corn Merchant 

Normax, Grpard, Bromiley, Kent Saget v 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barker, yt ok Bournemouth, Greengrocer Poole Pet 


ug 6 
Byrp, Witiiam Henry, Bretf Worcester, Market | 
Cusneuee le 4, Bromley by Bow Sow, Victualler “High Go 
I8HOLM, Louisa, by Bo art | 
Pet July 11 Ord Aug —_~ 
Co.zeman, Samve. Eneest, Sut‘on on Sea, Lincs Notting- | 
ham Ord 7 


Me, ro; N 


i Mon, Fruit Sales- 
man Newport Pet a ug 7 
Dauey, Dayret, Outaittee Newport Pet 


| 
Aug7 Ord 
Davis, Jom, ‘Bimisghan, Confectioner Birmingham Pet | 
ug 
Davy, FRED Francis, Plymouth, Build Pi 
Feb Dany 19. Ord ane 3 ais ~: 


Davey, Joux Wrai1am, Sroughton , Southam 
ie Bailiff Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 2 a 
ST WOOD, ccrington, Brushma 

Blackbr Aug2 Ora fe 2 


HoMas Oppiz, 
burn Pet 
Gur, Sanvet Srrav, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Aug7 Ord 


wright Warwick Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
Mivyer, a a Leeds, : >! Pet 
Aug 
Pike. SAMUEL Wereenss, Southsea Portsmouth Pet 
duly 19 Ord Aug 2 


Priest Freperice Stewakt, eee, Auctioneer High 
Court PetJunels Ord A: | 
Bacuxrp, Mitty, Great oer. _ Great Grimsby 
Pet 8 Joly 31 | 
Rosson, Gzorcz. Ingoe, nr Matfen, Baoeetunt, 
Builder Howensths on Tyne Pet Augl Ord Au 
Rossox, Mattuew, Ingoe, pr Matfen, Northumber 
Bieckamith Newcastle on Tyne ' Pet Aug 1 8 


ug 1 
Siratzr, Joszru Tuomas, Da'ton in Furness, Innkeeper 
Barrow in Fuiness Pet Aug7 Ord Aug? a 
Freperick Cuaries, Leicester, Boot Dealer 
icester Pet Aug 3 Ord Aug 3 
Srexcer, ARTHUR ewark upon Trent Nottingham 
Pet Aug? Ord Aug7 
Story, Witiiam. Kingston —_ wa bus E Dealer 
Kio upon Bul PetAug7 Orda 
Tanor, “Ot South sq, on ‘a inn, <Beicitor High 
Court Pet May 18 Ord aug 5 
Wavsworrs, Wii114m, ~ re Yorks, Spinner Leeds 
Pet Aug 7 — 
Amendea (uted Gavvtto ef aan that gates in the 


Tontos 
Kay, J Tailor’ 
"ats 00nd alt 0 8 ijn Balford Pet 


SuitH, 
le 


Chamberlain, Finsbury 
Joux, Manchest>r. Commission sep he ie Sept so Saat tans Co, , 


Co, Regent st 





WEntTworTH, ho jd Wi 
Emb 





Woon, Berry, 12) 








FIRST MEETINGS. 
ArreRBURY, over omens, Hornsey Aug 16 at 11 
Bankr arey Bt 


yb 
Beresrorp, Winitam, ‘Mexbrone Yorks Aug 16 at 12 
Rec, Figtree in. Sheffi eg 


Off ald 
| Beamer. Cuartzs, Copthall av Aug 20at12 Bankruptcy 


Carey 
e Wim, Stapsnbill, Derby. Collisr Avg 16 at 
Midlaod ot station yh 
eet oe B ; Steam ed Proprietor Aug 
16 a 


Tr Paeprrick, Aldershot, Goal Merchant Aug 16 at 
230 24, Kailway app, London Bridge 

Byap, Witiram Henry, Bretforton, Worcester, Mark«t 

Gardener Aug 16 at 11.80 45, Oopenhagen st, Wor- 


Tray House in, Hal 


Brooks, 


cest ar 
Davizs, CuRIsToPpHER AUGUSTINE, 
Tailor Aug 16 at 2 Off Ree, 
Devry, Jony WIiLtiam, Broughta 
Bailiff t 


9 @ Off a 1 H 
’ Aug 72, a “tte 
Epwarps, Frepesick Grorcz WNeson, Gain 


sborough, 
Stationer Aug 16 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 


er? > Georce Hay, Endell st, Long Acre, Print 
Sellers’ Employée Aug 16 at 1 ‘Bankruptcy bidge, 


rey st 
ers Cuantrs Henry, Nocton, Lincoln, Miller 
17 at12 Off Res, 81, “o =i’ Lincola 


ae opert Henry, ee Aug 
16ati2 B tidge, Gare 
Hooker, STEPHEN, at Aug oy i. 12 Bankruptcy 


bldgs, Varey st 
_—— ars Newport, M i Aug 16 at 
1230 Off Ree, Weatyate chmbrs, New 


Kapawi, Pd Exias, . dl Aug 16 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
7 some, Eccles, Lancs, Tailor’s ea Aug 16 at 
Off Ree, at, M 
Kron, Guanine yp “< lage Garey 
Aug 23at12 Bankruptcy 
Ewsront, James Oxirrorp, = oer 


mercial Clerk Aug il9atil Sankruptey bldgs ae 


st 

MacVoveatL, ALexanpes Wit 4M, Blackheath, Barrister 
Aug iéatl2 2, way , London 

MaocGszcor, James, Burton on Brewer Aug l6 at 
at$1656 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

~~ * oy D caenp Aug 21 atil Bank- 


st 
4 gin he Oaey we ndeditah, a. De Dealer 


Aug 2iat12 saukrupte rupey ides, Gary 
Mavycockx, Wi11am Saree Se Warwick, 
Pnenocions Aug 16 at 12 2 oR er at 
Paxisu, Joux Tuomas, Sheffield, Fish Dealer Aug 16 at 
12.30 Off Ree, Fi ln, 


Roszkrts, Masoanen, amlwch, Anglesey Aug 16 at 2 
Rosivsox, Hesny Boastz0 Pri.z, Brighton Aug 21 at 12 
Rossox, Gzonce, nr Matfen, Northumberland, 


Pe.., THomas ay — My aa 

Sx gocine, Chtistshureh, Hi I 
BRRING, WiiuiaM UIRE, urch, 

SranceR, Henry, c- 5, Merchant vant a4 nee is et 

SNOWBALL, Jonx, Bexhill on Sea Sept 29 Nisbet 'G. Co, pee eha'a ine tne fields 


are. Emuy ANNABELLA, Parkhutst rd, Upper Holloway 
AROLINE Isase, Carlton, nr Snaith, _— r 23 Rollit & Sons Hull 
Somerset 80 


Green, Jounn, Selby, Yorks, Lg a 
Halstead, Hese: 
Herpert, James, Newcastie aga, Cardigan 


Hopexinson, Roses, Bi 
pcm Any, Doncaster " Atkinson & Deshaster 
Joxzs, Aurrep, Nash, Mon, emer = 23 og Morgan & 0 +. Co, Newport, 





18 OAK Daniel; Ramsgate 
Couper, 
_ & Co, Nort’ 
Gracechurch st 


2 et 


tham Sept 14 


—e W & J Cooper, Preston 


Tomurxs, Wi.iiam, Yockleton, Sal lop, Farmer Sept7 Stevens, Shrewsbury 
Wa xer, Simpson, Cockfield. Durhets, Coal Owner Aug 20 
Wa iwork, THomas Freveaick, Sharples, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner Bept 80 Wicders, 


Bolton 
Waxtace, The Rt Hon Rosext James Banon, VC, KC8, Wantage, Berks Nov 4 
Freshfields. 


wling, Barnard Castle 


pay, August 13. 


om ~* Amy Emiry Sara, ner we upon yne Aug 24 Griffith & Co, Newcastle on 


an 11 Oppenheim & Malkin, St 


K&undle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 


Jones & 


28 
80 


, Liverpool 
Catox, Witt1am Oxiver, Wil'ingale Doe, Essex, Farmer ‘Sept 25 Meggy and Stunt, 
Bolton Sept10 Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton 


21 Wymn, Peter 


Bristol 


= Virginia Avousra, Scarborough ‘oat Hick & Po. Be pore 


eters ow Sept 9 Tweed & Son, 


Sept 6 Selby 
x Oct30 EF & H Landon, New Broad st 
Bop Coliins & Wood, Swansea 
Res‘all, Birmingham 


directed to be heard on Oct 30. Percy & Co, Arundel » solors fi tners, 
Rotice of must reach the abeve-aamtel not inter these ¢ 6 o'clock in the after. Macos, Cas cna Resecoa, College Oct 10 Waddy & Kelsey, 
noon 
Marr, Ann city Brid 2 Quay Sept 13 Buckton, Hull 
Toneen AtBEnt Henry. Pafuswick, Glos Sept30 Meade-sting & Son, Bristol 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES. Pickanp, Joux, Nottingham, Paper Manufacturer Sept 15 Mapa MeOrit 
‘o' 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. Rrrcuis, Daxra, Cuaaies, Southend on Ses, Glass Merchant Sept 16 Double, Fore st 
AST AY OF LAIM. 
London Gazette —Frivay, A Rrrouit, Resrcoa, Southend on Sea ay Ra. ay Fore st, Cripplegate 
(Lover, Wii114M, Boreham. Eeeex, Brickmaker 8 nie’ wi & F Gregaon, Southend Sravorven, Joon’ Aaravh, Mottram in ndale, Chester Sept 20 Lycett & Jepson, 
Hoae, Joux, Nottingham, Farmer Oct? Stenton Southwell, otte Manchester 
Horxms, Joux Antuvr, St Ives, Hunts, Auctioneer Bont a atts & Sons, St Ives Sarre, Exvizanetu, Peterborovgh aaa Ny ag he 
HULSENBECK WIG pees Avevust Kant Pirsan, Wiesd: Sept 30 Travers & TAYLOR, Frances, Waterloo, Lancs 0 80 Peace & Gillis, Wigan 
Co, Tpzogmorton av Va.entine, Jann. Sheffield Sept 18 en, Sheffie! 
Jerncort, Witt1aM, me Jeweller Sept21 Shute & Swinson, few Bridge Wanracz. The Rt Hon Rosert James Baton, VC, KOB, Wantage, Berks Nov 4 
Jouyeon, Ricuarp, at, Lambeth Palace 1d Sept19 Edwards, New st Freshfields, New Bank , Old Jewry 


Bept 16 Dowson & Co, Surrey st, Victoria 


WItson cae he be Chester = ae Belthouse, Menchester 


Taylor, Oldh 


Builder Aug 16 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley #t, New- 
castle on 


Rosson, Marrunw, Tag - wR oneal 


Aug lsat 11.30 


eceastip ot 

Row — Dav, Oswestry, Salop, Cattle Buyer Aug it 
atil%6 The Priory, Wrexham 

Saves, —— Haste. Fancy » ee Maker Aug ¥ 


atil Carey st 
8o 5, omy enhead, Berks, Tobacconist 
ug Wat 3 95, chmbrs, av 
Sumanx, Hanny Bonxy, Ay 
16at12 Bankruptcy b Carey st 


8 im ison Perrot "s inn oom, Solicitor Aw 
latti Bankra bidgs, Carey st 
Surra & Sox, 8, Kilburn, Biind Manufacturers Aug 19 # 


R ruptey bidgs, F es 

Sreze, ALFRED, pao. aventor Aug 16 at 11,30 % 

Raflway app, London Bridge 
pred DICATIONS. 

Arrexsory, Heyzy Hersert, Hormsey High Court Pu 


Ord A: 
Bark, Hears (earns Moxnis, Wellington, Salop sath 
Pet Jul 4 Ord ang? 
me Day, Dari, Banger Pé 
76 ug 7 
Brovcuroy, Feeprrron, Leicester, Ticket Writer Leicester 
Pet June 26 Urd Aug 8 
Byrp, Wiruam Henry, Bretforton, Ord angi on 
Gardener Worcester Pet Fan Ord Au 
Caney, omy nm, : 
Al 

Coumeaxy SaMUEL Sonne, Button on Sea, Lincs Notting 

him PetAug7 Ord Aug7 
erp #RANK ons, Neves, 3 Mon, Fruit 

ewport Pet Aug ug 7 
jon be Geert Broughton, = Fam 
athampton Pet Aug 2 gy 

. oo Oppixz, ——\ a rushmeaket 
mm Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
Fexw win, How Fears. © Belacee at, — or sq, Tailor High 


Gm! a wy bee | Tailor Leeds Pet Aug7 Ori 


Drury 


Eastwvop, 
Blackbu 


ena ry George, Mas - wy" tet Setommnt Keeper Mar 
u ug 
Seam ALBED, vb Marl Marlborough st, Bolicifor High 


court 
Hut, S.reep 0 How sn, » Cambri, Provision Merchast 
Hooxen, SEH, Oxfard st Bigh Court Pet July 4 On 
Pa, We Werxs, Harp in, Publichotise Manage 
h Court Pet Aug1 Ord 
vot i Bey ond Se 
~~ a oy. JAMES, Brownhills, 


81 Aug i — 
K James CLIFFORD, on Thames, 
Cletk “High Court Pet it Aug 6 











Lss, Boss 
LozwEnNsT 
Lomas, W 













































































astle 
ieders, 


Nov 4 


















Kelsey, 





‘Craith, 


‘ore at, 








Jepson, 







Nov 4 
‘ictoria 








» New- 





sley st, 
Aug 16 
Aug 8 
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Las, Roane, Bosessye Wiptech, 
Pera, Bet ey ght 
, Draper 
1H B ~~ * Merchant 
—_ as mate pe ia 
1 Floot Gloth Dealer High 
¢ July 30 Ord Aug 
Wiis Jaues, Bio’ Tachbrook, Warwick, 
wright Warwick Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
=, ie ~' | nya ¥ Greengrocer Leeds Pet 
pareve, Wi Wain Bognor High Court Pet March 29 
fem 2 Lazarus, Deleton, Suggeon High 
Pu P; 3 i = oo Deaelieg h 
ston, Psrorvat Pryce, ouse 
ic 


arnt, 
16 ‘Ord July 8 
Pore, Me dam ; “Fou, 


Puituips, 
Court 


1CKy 


wens Ord daly a ae 
, Amalgeh, pron Bangor Pet 


furs, Ferpericg Cnar.ns. esr, Dealer 
Pet Aug3 Ord’A 

--\ Anseae sewews upon oat Nottingham Pet 

+ Imventor Wendsworth Pet 

AT ig cl 

u ug 7 a 7 

Wats oulieen Greenwict Pet June 


Turners, Davip, and ALEXANDER, Fenton 
Merchants High Court Pet Jui Ord Aug 3 


Wraver, OO JOBEP Company 
Premoter Court P et May 7 mn Aug il 


Woopnams, ane Li — Corn Mer- 
Brighton Pet J . ‘Ord Aug 
Amended notice substituted for that pubiiahed in the 


London Gazette of Aug 2: 
Ras, Zom=, Boolean, Tapes, Tailor’s manager Salford Pet 
London G - 


Te Seeees, Aug 13 
REC ORDERS. 
Auisop, Jonw Paynz, poi ol Publican Worwich Pet 
Aug9 Ord Aug 9 
Aupaivez, Jonny, » Beds, Farmer Bedford Pet 


Ord Aug 10 

, CHABLES THEAKsToNE, Northallerton, Yorks, 
Northalierton Pet Augs Ord Augs 

Baxer, Frepenick Suercoip, Southses, Baker Porte 
mouth PetAug9 Ord Aug? 

Baver, Morirz Louis, Gt Tower st, Merchant High 
Court Pet Aug 9 ‘Ord Aug 9 - 


Pet Aug8 Ord A’ 

“Shelly 1LLIAM Rosnwosrs, Bewnlow st. Holborn, 
r — Engineer High Court Pet Aug 7 Ora 
ug 


Azruvus Hever, Teterborough, Fishmonger 
Peterborough Pet Aug? Ord Aug 9 
?—— Oden Lisi, Maidstone Pet 
Aug rd Al 
Onyunpas. Commies 5 Tm Plymouth, Baker Plymouth 
ug 
re Settee, Troomanger Bradford Pet 
ug 
Earthenware Dealer 


L, Gzoras BLapss, 


Be. Aug 9 Ord 4 Aug 

Franxiin, B, & Son Boot 

facturers Court, Pet 7 7% Ord Aug 9 

Grune, Isaac, Suffolk Ipswich Pet Aug 8 
Ord Aug $ 


Gnezy, aor Witiiam, Kenilworth, Grocer Warwick 
Petaugs Ord@Aug 8 
Haapy, Wit" hea Roney wy on Yorks, 
Ai 
Hanzis, Tuomas, BE Builder Liver- 
pool Ord Aug 7 
ww, SeTH, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Licensed 
wi Pet July 19 Ord aug 9 
Jauzs, Gzonce Lawis\ Yoiamedw, nz Pon’ 
Accountant Neth Pet AugI0 Ord aug 
Jzsry, bey 9 am, Hants. 
Pet A “Oed Aug 10 
Kn, A.D, Barnes, Wolicitor's Clack High Court Pet July, 
Aug 
a” fivego Witiam, Bidmonh, Surrey High Court 


ag Yorks, 


Manu- 


eg 4 Ord & Buadtoed 
sand Pee ly d Aug's > Som 
burn FX Wake 8 Aug a 
Patuen ug Licensed Victualler 


Pet Aug 9 Ora doe'® 





Puatts, 
Cone & 


Wuui4m, Barrow on Taisen ba haw 18 


see Vieot . Ladies’ Tailor South- 
ee Bot Aug 9 0 Ord ang 
Punpary, Hf H. Symes, Aarle Court Pet June 8 


Ravo.irrs, Wrazam wy Ashton under Lyne Ashton 


under Pet Aug 9 oun Mie Fsbo , 
Ro.urn, hoy Snydale, Co user Wakefield 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 


Rupes, ny Gzoras, Codsall, Staffs, Cycle Builder 
Wol Pet Aug? | 

Swituinx, Anruur, yor am, Fruiterer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Augs Ord 4 


eaar 3 ars x “ot Petia Dorset Boole Pet 

TRUNKFIBLD, om, Dory ce Coal Merchant 
anaes i 

Wareeeawet a _— Halifax, Quarryman 


be ane s, ‘Ont Augé 
Weems Shep- 
3 Baa t Bet July hom aug 8 


Woe Saeuanen 
Pet July . Ord Aug 


notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of wh 6: 
a Reema Ex1as, Manchester, Merchant Man- 


*yTheT MERTINGS, 


Bax, Wittiam CHarves Photographer Aug 20 at 
ia Oif Reo, 17, Hertéord st. 


Beceton, WILLIAM Hvsuwoura, Holborn, 
s- eang Engineer Aug 21 at 2.80. yh 
Boz pee, Ans 20 at 


igs, Carey 
aoa Burnley, 
oe ieee ERIC Bal, hola se, Bualr Aug 23 at ll 
Bor Cpe tai Oldham, eam Bene Ane 20 at 11 


il 6, um ter, Plymouth 

CHISHOLM, ut Town, Essex, 
Aug 2 at 11 Carey st 

Cuivez. Tom, Pudsey, Yi fronmonger Aug 23 af 11 
Off Ree, tow, 


DAnBYsHIRE, Jou, Hawarden, Farmer Aug 20 at 12 
. row, 


J QOonfectioner Aug 22 at 11 
114, Corp tation » 


Davy, Mamexee ot he, Court Usher Aug 
2iati2 174, ea ey Bom st, Birmin, 
oop, THomas Cpt, 4 
21 at 12 hg f= house, 


Excock, Bopzat, W Dorset, Ss saeeead 
Aug 30 at 12.30 Off Hea, Rodiens st, Galisb 
Fear, ie. Aug 21 at wna 6 Of Rec, 
FotHERGiL, Grorcs nr Keighley, Yorks, 
Aug 38 at 11.30 OS hn te dale cow, 
Ge, Samuzt Sreap, Leeds, Tailor Aug 2 at 11.30 Off 
row, 
Gus, Bere K Pork Butcher Aug 30 at 
ibs ED oo "s 







» Baker Ang % at 290 Off 


Garey, ax, Kenitworth, Grocer Aug 22 at 
11.30 “Off B Bee, 1%. & it, Heruord st, Oyvery 
, Yorks, 


%, is, Ingrow 
aaa ith Off Bec, 81, Manor row, 


v2, aanspiey Big Coe * Solicitor Aug 20 at 
Bf ALFRED , Provision Merchant 
“ r On Bi, 


Aug 2 at12_ ¢ , & Petey O , Camoridge 


Grant. Groras, 


Mouratic, eat, Aug 2lat2.30 Bank- 

Jouys, rED. In. Public House Manager 
Aug 23 at bidgs, Carey st 

Laney Henry, von, Tailor aug 23 at 11 

Manounant, Samust, Samvet Stonz, and Eouuxp Wii1am 
Dennis, Men Aug 21 at 
12 Off Rec, st, Liverpool 

Mertcatrg, THomas, Grocer Aug 
22 at il Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 

Mityer, James, Armley, Leeds, Greengrocer Aug 20 at 11 


off Park 
Moorx, tere Sonaeae a 
CHABLES 


Purrot, CHARLES Sn York pl, Baker Financial 
ageat ane _ Woathove, Hr poe 


Pirt, 
‘Aug 28 at 11.80 


aera see thie —— 29 at 
Price, Epwin, N Boot Dealer Aug 21 at 12 
: mS eS gent cous ug 
Faepsrick Eva.yy, Fosshentee mews, 

ae ‘dug 22 as Bankruptcy 
Paring 38 abil, *Bankraptay bga, Oey wt,” wae 
Ra ’ windon, A 

"at 1830 OM Reo, 86, Hegeatdirean, Geindoa, 
Buuer, Tuomas ee Se Ang 

2i at 2 Off Rec, 86, ee 


». Gamesley, Grocer 
Aug 


Suaw, James 


beat Granite Larue. cen 







Saree, Tear Leicester Aug 20 at 12.50 
. Tah. Un ten Eaibowan ~ 
Srory, Witt, — Dealer Aug 20 

atil Off all 
es gy a de a ato, Collier Aug @ at 12 
2 x, B on Trent, Innkeeper Aug 20 at 


% Midland Hotel Station st'Burton on 
Tims, James Warten, Lewisham Aug 21 at 12.30 24, 


ore SSP ees es 


Topp, James Hoapuanys, Cannon at Advertising Agent 
ug 


vem! - Jouny, md Weeviox’ Coal Merchant 
nace on idea, ‘Toke Spinner Auz 
20 at 12 "OW ‘hee, Park tow, Leeds 





wilt Gorgoraio st, Heng Aug 21 at 11 
—_ y Snglthoree, Sail, Groce Aw 0 
Wuirraxer, Wii. 7 ites, Onto Herts Pet Aug 
a Cabinet Mak:r 


bag — Fy ® Of Re Ree, Byrom 
at 
ad Byrom anes 


Atkinson, CHARLES ADJUDIORTIC Northallerton, Yorker, 
Northaliertoa Pet sug 8 Ord Aug 8 


Ports- 

mouth Pet 4ug9 Ord Aug9? 
BavEs, (yy Ry t Ry st, Merchant High 
Bax, Wittaas eae Bugby, Photographer Coventry 


a ee Ponenmet. ‘Manehester Cheese 
Agent Manchester Pet June 20 Cd 
Bernice, Anrawe Beery, Pete: borough, 


Pe 9 Ord ] 
+ aug Aug 


Browy, 
t Jaly 23 Ord Aug? 
Maidstone Maidstone 


Nc, 

tor Bangor Be 

Buttes, Frepreick Listz, 

Aug? Ord Aug 9 
One Ang 8 Su Jats, Poth, Baker —— 
Cuvacn, Eowsy, Bs Tie chiey, Confee - Traveller 
Pet March 30 Ord Aug 

loumnenge Maradona Pet 


High Court 
Gangs, ee en y | 
Guam at, ‘edoas, orks, Earthenware Dealer 
M Pet hug ® Oud Aug 8 
— Rosert, Yaxham, maa Seomer Gt Yarmouth 
Augil0 Ord aug 0 
Senn! Manuivs Arams, Seninghem, Court Usher Bis- 


Pet July 28 Ord 
Doveuty, Tuomas, and Bpwin A Brook st, 
. High June \2 Ord Sug 6 
Esvorp, Frank ya, Tavistock, Py- 
th Aug 10 Ond 10 
ay i = ¥ : Farmer Sheffield 
Al 
Bouman Grorcs ar Keighly, Yorks, 
ord Pet Aug’ Ord 
w_, manag Chasefieid, Ipswich Pet Aug 8 
Green, 1 Kenilworth, Grocer Warwick 
Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 10 Vouk 
Haro gecow, or Keighley, orks, 
Nev ” 8 POU 


lewsagent Bradford 
James, Gzonce Lewis, Yoismedw, 


Paseham, Hance Pet Betsy =i nd ang —* as 


Jesty, WaLaEr, 
Aug i10 Ord Aug 1 
BY, GroncE . yen Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield 


Kis 
Pet July 4 Ord 
Levi. Hymay, 
June 15 Ord 


Pirt, Groner 
pants Eaagaae Metin eet Sea, Lath, 
TTS, NABRD ILLLAM, on 

Conorete Stone Manntacturer Leicester Pet Ang 10 


Ord 10 
Povuni, Vicron, Sout So’ 0 Tailer South- 





yoe ies Ane 2 On 
Ravine 3 —_ bet Maker 
uaee Waseen, Sapa, Labourer Wakefield 
Rupes, BRY GeoRGE, Gtaffa, Cycle Builder 
Ww Pet Aug7 
SaBerron, -_ Wrsnow, 
a — Caan a Ont Ang Builder High 
Boson Paar, Doctor Croydon Pet July 11 
a wR the 7 Glams, Fruiterer 
rset taste, wat VFosth fame Park rd High 
Tau Warwick, Coal Merchant 
wea eigen 
WappiverTox, Halifaz, Quarryman 
Halifax Pet ‘ug 6 
Pet July x9 Ord 
bay ta Guy, acu Bangor, Pet June 25 Ord 
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EQUITY AND LAW 


TriEEe ASSURANOET SOOIDTD. 
ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed - 


1844, 
£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 





alterations, to 
SCHOOL, 


S?- 
Albert Embankment, London, 8.E. 


The WINTER SESSION N of 1901-1902 will open on 
WEDNESDAY, beg 2nd, when the Prizes will be 
distributed at pm, by Major-General Sir IAN 
HAMILTON, aS é. B., in the Governors’ Hall. 

St. Thomas's ospital being one of the Medical Schools 
of the Gaiversity of London, provision is made for the 
courses of study 
In Examinations in Medicine, 


tun" Eeisace Gtecieekige wl be ctteret 2 4 
Lay ane a weal auasd aan | ier Gaulle coupedial Gar tao Teaied Gitedt wk be 


| sent on application to the Dean 
ee. pli 


petition in September—viz., coe of & £150 and 
in Chemistry and Physics, with either Physiology, Botany, 
= 3 First Year’s Students; one of £50 in 
ogy, Len A (any two) for Third 

Year’s Year Badents frou ie U 
Scholarshi) 


All Hospital Appointments are open to Students without 
Club Rooms and an Athletic Ground are provided for 
paee Se Sgt con be com en 


se tie to the Me 
“PFs Boes tay be paid in ono tim or by instalments 
Entries may be made separately to Lectures or to 


Practice, and arrangements are made for Students 
entering from the Universities and for Qualified Prac- 


titioners. 

A Register of approved Lod noe fe Bs by the Medical 
Secretary, who also hasa list of local M: sdlcal itioners, 
— and others who seas Students into their 

Bes. 


For and all particulars apply to Mr. Rendle, 
the Madiedl Boor x 
H. G. EY, M.A., M.D., Oxon., Dean. 





DENTAL HOSPITAL OF LONDON 
MEDICAL SCHOOL, LEICESTER SQUARE. 
The WINTER SESSION, 1901-2, will commence on 
TUESDAY, OCTOBER Ist. 
Mepicat ScHoot, 


mo Physiology (Human and Compara- 
eotheie 8 F.B.8., Wa (Onon}, FROG, 
L.D.S., on as and sand Thursdays, — 5.30 R .m, (Summer. j 


penn Hopewell Smith, L.R.C.P., M.R.C.8., 
LDS. 

Dental and Pathology—William Hern, M.R.C.8., 
L.D.8., on 


ys and — at 5. ve. 
TTioy S-Wilimns, TR 


Dentistry — 

M.B.C.8., L.D.8., L.6.A., on Wobneatays, st 630 pi. 
(Winter. Demonstrator ~Mr. W. ¥. Fl 

ication to Fok —Dr, 
.1.C., F.C.8., on Thursdays, at 
* ‘(Demonstrator — Percy Richards, 


FLC.,, F.CB. 
new and School are 
+ received for the full des aaa 5 portion of the 
including pd A (or any shorter 
Osea ¢ of teaching tn The surgical 


P47 ~ tay = be received at any General 
During the Sessions the of the day will 

= S Surgeons y give 
The House Surgeons attend daily while the Hospital is 


The Saunders Scholarship of £20 per annum and Prizes 


Examinations for which take place as 





Entrance Schol 

follows :—Chemistry and Physics, Wotessten, 

26th, 4to 7; Dental Mechanics (Paper), Th 

ber 26th, 4 to 7; Practical,  Beptember 27th, 9101, 

Cuntocbem, indeling Lotmures, 500 fo cas paymses es 
yi deme or 

50 guineas in two wars fo be 3 oincnan The Curriculum 

requires two at a General Hos 

The fee for oabout Both Hi ls can be d 

simultaneously. 


THOMAS’S HOSPITAL MEDICAL | 





overbed {0 for the Preliminary Scientific, | 





HARING CROSS HOSPITAL 
MEDICAL SCHOOL. 


e WINTER SESSION, 1901-2, will commence on 
WEDNESDAY October 2nd. when an INTRODUCTORY 
ADDRESS will be delivered, at 4 p.m. by JOHN W. 
TAYLOR, Esq. pe ply one of Gynzecology in the 
University of jam, a fo: mer Student of the School. 

The SCHOOL PB PROSPECTUS, containing full informa- 
tion concerning the Livingstone Scholarship (100 guiness), 
the Huzley Scholarshi (55 guineas), and six other 
Scholarships (total value os awarded annually, =| all 


Chandoe-street, Strand, 
HERBERT F. Down, Chando-stret, Stan 





NIVERSITY COLLRSS, BRISTOL. 
FACULTY OF MEDICINE. 


9 an BER ist. SESSION will commence on TUESDAY, 

This College is the only Institution in the West of ~~ t 
land which provides Medical Curriculum, 
complete Dental Curriculum is also provided. 

It is now mae that Students of the bw od =~ be 
admitted to the clinical practice of the Bristol int 
Infirmary and the os General Hospital Ss 
— consequently both these institutions are 


The _ the a both ha comprise between them 
a total of 470 beds; and have very extensive Out- 
the Diseases 


tient Departments ments for 
bf Women and Children, and of the Eye, Ear, and ‘Sa 
besides vm ban Out-door Ma‘ ts and 
eet a the College o have pptee of 
the practice of the B vistol’ oval Hove ital ton Bic 
Ohildren —~; Bie R.A 104 eg ro that rae the 
— with 28 beds. The total number of 


ae of Bristol ; 
at the City and County I ay Ae aay 
ery acilities are thus aff 


and all particulars may be obtained on 
E. MARKHAM SKEBRRITT, M.D., Dean. 


GQOLIOTTORS say and Others requiring Office 
some & 
Ce., Surveyors and A 


should apply to Douglas Y. 
who will be pleused do forward a copy oftheir ist af Ofices 


1, Coleman-street, E.C., 
to be Let in all the main 
Sail aahen geraiuaiie sedi my hy yy a 


Dovetas Youne & Co,, 51, Coleman-street. 


(aE City Offices to be Let, from £40 
to £180.—SzanLe & Haves, Paternoster House, E.C. 


application * 











UITES of OFFICES to be Let in best 
part of the Strand.—Apply, 108, Strand, 


FFICES, Lineoln’s-inn-fields.\—An excel- 

lent — of Two Large and Two Small Offices on 

Second Floor; immediate possession ; rent £100 per annum 
inclusive —DaviD J, CHATTELL, 294 (corner of), Lincoin’s- 


LL OFFICES to be LET at very 








moderate rents in Lonsdale-chambers, Chancery-lane, 
The previous occupiers, Alexander & Shepheard ee 
ha removed to new wor! 


able for remainder 


pamper bang ong 
soly to. Mens 
fb eg A 


Txuurcoop & Martin, 
lane, 








SPECIAL NOTICE 10 CIGAREPTE CONNOISSBURS 


TRADE MARK 











,/ on 
Cigarettes. 
Acne AIST Sie ale rsa Poteaton % 


TO men ene 





~* LEGAL " Cigarettes aro carcfully rolled bv hand 
the most makers. The To! 

most ca: witlsnded © sath the tanto of thc bent aaa 

urs, and are sold in three different kinds :— 


SPECIAL EGYPTIAN Pe-ie for 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 
and 7/- for 100. 
No. 1—1/- for 18; 2/9 for 60; 


6 for 1 
STRAIGHT CUT VinGINIA ba —9d. ‘for 20; 1/9 for 50; 


For Samples, + le sane to— 


L. FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited, 
LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 


Cc. H. CLAYTON, 
FP. H. CLAYTON. 


10, 


Joint 
Secretaries. 


NENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


No. 26 PALL MALL, ay 8.W. 
(Rzemovep rrom 5 WHITEHALL.) 
Establi, “ed 1836, and further empowered at Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130. 
Share and Debenture Capital - £647,970. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for delena 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 











CHAIRMAN : 
Sir HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Barr. 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 





Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, o 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Gepyhens Property. 
terest for Loans Reduced to per Cent. 
Preference Shares £10 each ; foteet 43 per Cent. 
Deposits received at 3, 3}, and 4 per Cent, 
Prospectus free of 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EstaBLisezepd 1828), 
Purchase Roeseieneny Hetevarte in Real and Person 
Property, and Lif terests and Life Policies, ani 
Advance "Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, a Ta 7) 
30, COLEMAN STREET ames 








The a oo: 1862 to 1900. 


BY 





Every requisite under the ana Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate ux 


SHarEe CERTIFICATES, yw ite pn &e., ved ani 
printed. Orriciat Szats uate. 


Solicitors’ pease ‘Soae. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &, 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE & 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts 
By Francis J.Gnexzn, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at- 






































Suita 
THE 


LEG 


THE P. 





